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Abstract 
Postsecondary institutions are expected to respond to constantly changing and varying 
interests and needs of businesses, communities and students.  An increasing number of 
postsecondary institutions now offer multiple programs and services to respond to this 
new reality, expanding their activities outside of traditional education, through research, 
community partnerships or corporate training opportunities.  As a result, many now have 
multiple campuses and departments to support this new reality. 
This Organizational Improvement Plan explores one regionally dispersed multi-campus 
college, College X, in the context of academic program delivery across campuses. It 
focuses on the challenges of alignment and coherence in program delivery across 
campuses and examines how leaders can improve academic leadership practices in order 
to address the challenges around alignment and coherence of program delivery across 
campuses and departments.   
The framework for leading the change process of the Organizational Improvement Plan is 
done using Cawsey, Deszca and Ingol’s (2016) Change Path Model.  It is accompanied 
by Nadler and Tushman’s (1989) Organizational Congruence Model, which provides an 
examination of College X through the identification and assessment of the gaps and the 
organizational dynamics, which help determine the needs for change.  
This Organizational Improvement Plan contextualizes the challenges around alignment 
and coherence in program delivery across campuses.   It proposes a change 
implementation plan that endeavours to integrate a leadership framework which embeds 
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leadership practices that focus on a collective, cohesive and systems approach to 
leadership and address the challenges around alignment and coherence and to enhance 
academic leadership across campuses. 
Keywords:  multi-campus, alignment, coherence, leadership, systems thinking, 
higher education. 
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Executive Summary 
This Organizational Improvement Plan explores one regionally dispersed multi-
campus college, College X, in the context of academic program delivery across 
campuses. It focuses on the challenges of alignment and coherence in program delivery 
across campuses.  Decision-making and authority for program development, program 
review is centralized within the academic department.  Academic deans are responsible 
for the overall academic leadership and direction of their programs but program delivery 
is managed by campus leadership in regional campuses who do not report to the 
academic department.  Campus directors and managers, in addition to their other 
portfolios, are responsible for course and program delivery in their campuses and have 
the responsibility to ensure that program and course delivery reflect the overall 
expectations of the program.  This Organizational Improvement Plan examines how 
leaders can improve academic leadership practices in order to address the challenges 
around alignment and coherence of program delivery across campuses and departments.   
Alignment is crucial in ensuring that academic programs adhere to and reflect a 
common vision and direction and that each campus commits to implement and respect 
systemic strategies and actions (OECD, 2010). Coherence, on that premise, seeks to 
create a shared understanding between academic and campus teams about the purpose, 
policies and practices pertaining to the programs, as well as a common view about the 
delivery and outcomes of academic programming (Fullan & Quinn, 2016).  Through 
alignment and coherence in program delivery, the College seeks to provide consistent and 
systematic program delivery that is reflective of the same program standards, structure 
and learning outcomes. 
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Chapter 1 provides an overview of College X’s organizational context and frames 
the issues and challenges around alignment and coherence in program delivery across 
campuses.  Through a leadership and systems lens and a leadership approach that 
incorporates adaptive leadership, distributed leadership systems thinking leadership, the 
analysis found in this chapter generated a conceptual framework that supports a vision for 
change which reflects cohesive and systemic leadership practices around vision, 
engagement, accountability and learning. A change readiness analysis also demonstrated 
the need for strong leadership in its change process and provides guidance towards the 
strategies for leading change at College X. 
Chapter 2 focuses on the planning and development of the leadership framework 
for change.  Cawsey, Deszca and Ingol’s (2016) Change Path Model, combined with the 
conceptual framework provides a comprehensive change process for the Organizational 
Improvement Plan. It is accompanied by Nadler and Tushman’s (1989) Organizational 
Congruence Model which examines College X, by identifying and assessing the gaps and 
the organizational dynamics in order to determine what needs to change. This chapter 
outlines possible solutions to address the challenges around alignment and coherence in 
program delivery across campuses.  Using data from the critical organizational analysis, 
the readiness findings and other organizational information, the proposed solution to 
address the challenge is through the implementation of the Cohesive, Collaborative and 
Adaptive (CCA) Leadership Framework.   
Chapter 3 provides a plan for implementing, monitoring, and communicating the 
Organizational Improvement Plan.  It presents the strategy for change, the 
implementation plan, its goals and strategies and the change process which address the 
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challenges around alignment and coherence in program delivery across campuses and 
departments.  This chapter also examines the monitoring and evaluation process used to 
track and assess change and progress in the implementation plan.  It connects the CCA 
leadership framework and leadership approaches to the change process and details 
metrics, tools and methods to evaluate and monitor at the different stages of the plan.  
Using the Change Path Model and communication stages proposed by Cawsey et al. 
(2016), a communication plan is provided and outlines the goals, frequency and method 
to communicate to different stakeholders.   
This Organizational Improvement Plan proposes and plans for the successful 
implementation of the CCA leadership framework to address College X’s challenges 
around alignment and coherence of program delivery across its campuses. It endeavours 
to improve academic leadership practices specifically for program delivery across 
campuses; practices that will hopefully contribute to developing a culture of learning and 
innovation within the academic department and across campuses.  This plan was 
developed through a theoretical framework that focuses on systems and complexity 
theories and through adaptive, distributed and systems thinking leadership approaches.   
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Glossary 
Alignment:  a common vision, direction and a commitment to implement and respect 
systemic strategies and actions (OECD, 2010).  
Coherence: a shared understanding about the purpose, policies and practices pertaining 
to the programs, as well as a common view about the delivery and outcomes (Fullan & 
Quinn, 2016).   
College X: pseudonym for a postsecondary institution located in Ontario that offers 
college-level programs and services. 
Context: within the conceptual framework, this term refers to a common understanding 
of purpose, identity, values and assumptions. 
Concept creep: a concept used to define when faculty members may have different 
understanding and interpretation of concepts and use different terms to describe the same 
concepts. 
Stakeholder: refers to a person or organization invested in the institution, and can be an 
internal (administrator, faculty member, student) or external (community partner, 
industry or business, government) to the institution. 
Vision: within the conceptual framework, this term refers to the desired direction and 
position. 
Engagement: within the conceptual framework, this term refers to actions around 
engaging, promotion communication and collaboration. 
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Accountability: within the conceptual framework, this term refers to practices around 
decision-making, responsibility and influence. 
Learning: within the conceptual framework, this term refers to reflection, adaptation, 
adjustments based on experience and shared understanding. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction and Problem 
Postsecondary institutions are becoming more complex and must respond to a 
growing number of varying stakeholder interests and needs (Kezar, 2014).  An increasing 
number of postsecondary institutions now offer multiple programs and services to 
respond to this new reality, expanding their activities outside of traditional education, 
through research, community partnerships or corporate training opportunities.  
Furthermore, many have multiple campuses and offer program options that are more 
customizable and flexible through various delivery models and adapted certifications.   
This can result in the need for academic leaders to become more adept at leading through 
the complexities of postsecondary institutions and respond to “the sometimes chaotic, 
sometimes contentious, and sometimes painfully slow unfolding of change that we 
experience in higher education” (Buller, 2015, p. 82).  
This Organizational Improvement Plan focuses on the challenges of alignment 
and coherence in program delivery in a regionally dispersed, multi-campus institution.  It 
will examine how leaders can improve academic leadership practices in order to address 
the challenges around alignment and coherence of program delivery across campuses and 
departments.  Chapter 1 describes the problem of practice around alignment and 
coherence in program delivery through my leadership perspective and lens as an 
academic dean.  It provides an organizational context of my institution, College X, as 
well as situates the problem in this context.  It endeavours to communicate the leadership-
focused vision for change and its readiness assessment as it relates to the problem of 
practice.  
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Organizational Context  
College X is one of 24 Colleges of Applied Arts and Technology (CAAT) in 
Ontario. It comprises multiple sites, including more than 10 campuses located in multiple 
communities across the province that offer postsecondary programs and courses and 
deliver other programs and services.   When compared to other colleges in Ontario, it is 
considered a smaller college, however, its vast geographical presence and the delivery of 
several types of services and programs increase its organizational complexity.   
Over the years, the college has steadily expanded its presence across the province.  
Initially, College X was created to respond to a need for postsecondary education across 
Northern Ontario and its first campuses were positioned in that region.  Over the last two 
decades, it has gained a foothold in both Southern Ontario and Eastern Ontario.  The 
college’s primary mission aims to provide a personalized education and offer various 
types of training services across the province. In doing so, it has recognized and assumed 
its role as a community leader that fosters economic and social development.  College 
X’s vision states that it seeks to be recognized for the quality, access and flexibility of its 
programs and services (College X, [Annual Report], n.d.).  It is also continually 
expanding the number and types of programs and services and broadening its scope to 
support community and economic demands, in order to reinforce its commitment to 
economic and community sustainability.   
Leadership and Governance  
 College X, like the other Colleges of Applied Arts and Technology in Ontario, is 
governed by the Ontario Colleges of Applied Arts and Technology Act and is required to 
follow a policy framework that sets out the roles and responsibilities for all publicly 
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funded colleges (Minister’s Binding Policy Directives, and Operating Procedures, n.d., 
para.1).  Colleges are subject to provincial legislation that “provides direction on how 
they conduct their business” (MTCU, 2010, p. 1). These policies are managed and 
enforced through the government’s Ministry of Colleges and Universities (MCU).  
Under the Ontario Colleges of Applied Arts and Technology Act, each college has 
a board of governors that governs on behalf of the public. The board of governors of the 
college is responsible for establishing governance structures to achieve institutional 
outcomes and for setting the college vision, strategic direction and overall goals.  It also 
has fiduciary responsibility for the activities and performance of the college. (MTCU, 
2010; College X, [Website], n.d.)   
In recent years, the college has been through significant senior leadership changes, 
starting with the nomination of a new president.  This followed with a completely new 
senior team of vice-presidents.  Most directors and deans are also new to their positions, 
most being in their position for less than two years. Campus leadership is represented by 
campus directors.  Recently, the college has created new academic manager positions to 
support program delivery in the larger campuses.   
Organizational Structure 
College X is a highly complex organization.  With its multiple campuses across a 
very large geographical area and its multitude of programs and services, College X 
requires an organizational structure that supports cross-functional teams that encourage 
collaboration.  Complex organizations such as postsecondary institutions consist of 
interconnected systems and structures that require more dynamic and adaptive structures 
(Marion & Uhl-Bien, 2001).  College X, like many distributed organizations has a 
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generally bureaucratic and hierarchical structure but also requires components of a shared 
leadership and decision-making matrix model through delegation and empowerment 
(Buller, 2015).  Bureaucratic organizations have mechanisms and hierarchical decision-
making structures and authorities which are aimed at achieving the organizational goals 
(Austin & Jones, 2016). Unlike universities’ governance structure, colleges do not have 
senates, thus, academic decision-making is not done separately of other decision-making 
processes.  There are structures in place to allow for consultation and collaboration, but 
ultimately, the decision-making is executed within a full bureaucracy.   
College X’s organizational structure requires most leaders to have several 
responsibilities that are not always complementary, and that often require different 
knowledge, skills and large multi-functional teams to manage.  The potential lack of 
cohesion and interconnectivity between programs and services aligns well with the 
characteristics detailed in Manning’s (2018) exploration of organized anarchy in higher 
education in which she states that “no one person, regardless of power or position, fully 
understands the many realities and perceptions present in the organization – a situation 
that introduces uncertainty into the organizational structure” (Manning, 2018, p. 135). 
This can result in ambiguous or conflicting goals and priorities (Baldridge, 1983). 
As in many Ontario colleges, the political organizational model is taking a more 
significant place at College X as a result of current financial challenges and political 
changes taking place in Ontario.  Scarce resources and external political decisions have 
significant implications on the college’s positioning and decision-making.  Ontario 
colleges maintain that there is a significant gap between the funding needs and the 
funding received from government.  While tuition provides another source of revenue, 
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these amounts have not increased significantly in the past years due to the government 
permitting but a small percentage increase of fees to colleges every year.  In fact, the 
provincial government recently imposed a tuition reduction, which aggravates the 
precarious financial situation of many institutions and will require them to seek funding 
elsewhere or makes changes to their programs and services (Redden, 2019).  While 
colleges are expected to work more effectively and collaboratively, the survival of many 
colleges depends on increased enrolments, and many are looking to international student 
recruitment for growth in these increased numbers.  As a result, these amplified financial 
constraints are creating additional competition between institutions (Pollanen, 2016). 
Resource scarcity can lead to conflict between institutions but also within an institution 
and this can result in difficult power dynamics between faculties, services and 
departments (Morgan, 2006). 
Financial constraints, highly politicized external stakeholders and increased 
competition between postsecondary institutions led the college to adopt a more political 
approach. The college’s senior management team has thusly become the primary decision 
maker, while other stakeholders play a more consultative role (Baldridge, 1983), and key 
decisions are being rationalized as necessary survival mechanisms (Morgan, 2006).      
Academic Structure 
Figure 1 illustrates the organizational structure of College X.  Figure 1 presents a 
general overview of the various portfolios and reporting structure.  The senior 
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management team is identified in purple, while the positions in red are directly associated 
to academic program delivery. 
Figure 1. College X Organizational Structure. A representation of the college’s 
organizational structure to demonstrate the academic roles across the existing 
departments. 
 
As shown in Figure 1, the main academic team, consisting of academic  
deans, the director of teaching and learning and the director of student services report to 
the Vice president, Academic, while campus directors report to two other vice-presidents 
with non-academic portfolios.  The figure illustrates the academic and campus leadership 
team that constitute the Academic Management Committee.  Campus faculty report to 
their respective campus director or academic manager while faculty on the main campus 
report to their academic dean.  Each campus of College X has some similarities in their 
academic delivery, but the number of students and programs varies greatly.  Some 
campuses have as little as 30 students; the largest ones vary between 300 and 800.  
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Though campus directors have common responsibilities, they do not all report to the 
same person.   
Most members of the senior management team, the academic deans, corporate 
services, and the majority of program coordinators and faculty members are located at the 
main campus. The main campus does not have a campus director, instead, the academic 
deans manage academic program delivery of their programs for the main campus.   Half 
of the campuses have full-time faculty, while smaller campuses only have part-time 
faculty.  While the academic deans have the overarching responsibility of their academic 
programs, operational activities pertaining to program delivery in the various campuses, 
including hiring, supervision and support of faculty, student success and support are 
managed by the campus directors. At the main campus, each dean is responsible for the 
delivery of their respective programs.   
The 24 colleges in Ontario are significantly different than universities in their 
organizational models, particularly around academic decision-making and authority.  
While faculty is consulted, they have little involvement in the decision-making process.  
This often results in some reluctance to engage in the implementation process.  In 
colleges, professional expertise is certainly very important in ensuring quality and 
innovation in programs.  Therefore, it is important that academic leaders implement and 
maintain structures that can increase participation and engagement from faculty members 
where they also feel involved in the decision-making process. Such structures provide a 
model that is not entirely bureaucratic nor based on consensus (Baldridge, 1983) and 
considers the realities and the hierarchical structure of the college.  Academic leaders 
College X can put in place various mechanisms that increase collegiality and broaden 
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input in academic matters and which could recognize and value a culture that encourages 
opportunities for cooperation and interactions (Manning, 2018).  The next section 
describes my personal role and agency within the college as well as the leadership 
approaches and the theoretical perspective that are examined for the Organizational 
Improvement Plan. 
Leadership Position Statement and Lens 
My role at College X is Academic Dean of one of three faculties.  My 
responsibilities focus on the overarching academic leadership of over twenty programs, 
most of which are offered across all campuses. I have a key role to play in influencing 
and engaging stakeholders in gaining a better understanding of the proposed 
Organizational Improvement Plan and its implementation.  I have regular interactions 
with all faculty members within my department; all those situated at the main campus are 
my direct reports.  I also have interactions with faculty members at all regional campuses.  
Additionally, I am regularly in contact with all campus directors and academic managers 
as well as with the senior leadership team, particularly with the Vice-President, 
Academic.  
Since I began my position over three years ago, I have worked to incorporate new 
strategies and practices to increase faculty engagement and collaboration.  I have quickly 
become aware of the relative ease of integrating new practices within my own team, on 
the main campus, and the considerable difficulty of getting buy-in from faculty at satellite 
campuses.  Campus directors are included in some academic committees but since they 
have multiple portfolios, it is difficult to expect they be involved at all levels.  
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Leadership Approaches  
Centralized structures such as College X can offer some improved efficiencies but 
can also become a challenge to maintain relationships and can result in slower decision-
making and problem solving (Timberlake, 2004). Furthermore, in a mostly centralized 
structure such as College X, there is also a risk that campus directors as well as faculty 
members could feel as though the vision, values, and decision-making are focused on the 
realities, interests and needs of those working at the main campus. While the college’s 
senior management team often reminds employees that the college stands as one college 
with many campuses rather than many campuses with one name, Anderson (2012) 
discerns that when it comes to living the values of one college, what is often presented as 
different needs or realities are often seen as a deficit or a problem.   
The Organizational Improvement Plan must therefore reflect a process that is 
inclusive, holistic and collaborative, and recognize the importance of working with 
stakeholders at all levels and from all regions in this process. Colleges, as complex 
organizations, and particularly in the context of multiple campuses, require leadership 
and influence that isn’t controlled or defined by the decisions or actions of one person; 
they require that leadership be dispersed or shared (Gronn, 2010).  Fraser and Stott 
(2015) suggest that in a multi-campus institution, a greater level of autonomy is important 
to provide a better level of service and support to students, based on their specific needs.  
Consequently, three leadership theories are examined in relation to the Organizational 
Improvement Plan: 1) adaptive leadership; 2) distributed leadership; and 3) systems 
thinking leadership.   
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Adaptive leadership is based on process rather than individuals and seeks to 
consider the needs and realities of different stakeholders (Heifetz et al., 2004; Randall & 
Coakley, 2006).  An adaptive leadership approach provides additional focus for employee 
engagement, communication, collaboration and interaction (Northouse, 2016; Daft, 
2011).  Studies demonstrate that dispersed teams report higher conflict due to different 
perspectives, lack of communication and trust between teams (Cramton, 2001; Hinds & 
Mortensen, 2005).  In a complex organization, adaptability is important, particularly in 
change management efforts.  As such, the adaptive leadership approach is important to 
better focus on how to “mobilize, motivate, organize, orient, and focus the attention of 
others”. (Heifetz, 1994, as cited in Northouse, 2016, p. 258). Davis, Dent, and Wharff 
(2015) posit that community college leaders “can improve organizational performance by 
engaging and enacting the adaptive and participatory practices of discovery, framing, and 
action” (p. 335) found in systems theory and that “adaptive leadership that is contextual 
and responsive to the dynamic changes in the environment” (p. 347) which is more 
closely connected to complexity theory.    
Distributed leadership can provide an approach that increases innovation, shares 
leadership and diminishes divisions within higher education and which promotes 
individual autonomy and creative thinking in the context of its specialized and 
professional context (Youngs, 2017; Jones, Lefoe, Harvey, & Ryland, 2012). Another 
significant impact of distributed leadership is that since it requires interdependence 
between people to achieve their goals, it provides a basis to develop trust and partnership 
between team members (Gronn, 2010). 
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Systems thinking leadership can help leaders view their organization as a whole 
and see the interconnections and interdependencies within systems (Davis et al., 2015). 
By viewing the college through a focus on the whole system, rather than the parts of a 
system, attention is given to the relationships or connectedness between the parts and not 
simply on cause and effect (Wheatley, 2006).  The ability to recognize that decisions 
made by one department or group within the organization can impact other parts of the 
organization is necessary to ensure and encourage sustainability, innovation and 
development (Jones et al., 2012).  Research on systems thinking and systemic action 
practices demonstrate that community colleges can better respond to their complex 
realities, including an increase in student achievement and satisfaction, when practices 
are defined by cohesion, cooperation and working towards a common goal (Davis et al., 
2015; Marion & Uhl-Bien, 2001) 
These three leadership approaches have some similarities and demonstrate some 
interconnected fundamental principles. Particularly, they all have a collective view of 
leadership, rather than one single leader (Davis et al., 2015; Gronn, 2010; Heifetz et al., 
2004). Through the use of these three leadership lenses, my goal will be to address the 
leadership problem of practice through a collective, systemic and engaging approach that 
will benefit all stakeholders and support and enhance academic leadership for the college. 
These leadership theories were chosen because they frame leadership as a practice rather 
than through a leader-centred approach, which aligns well with the theoretical framework 
that uses a systems and complexity lens.  
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Theoretical Framework 
Complex organizations such as College X must consider using different forms and 
levels of leadership when looking at their organizational structures (Bolden, 2011; Gronn, 
2010). Marion and Uhl-Bien (2001) consider that systems theory and complexity theory 
demonstrate ways to change traditionally functionalists or bureaucratic organizations with 
interconnected systems and structures towards a more dynamic, and adaptive structure. 
Postsecondary institutions are considered complex adaptive systems; they are complex, 
interdependent and interconnected systems that interact in a non-linear way, connected 
through a common goal or purpose (Davis et al., 2015).  Complex adaptive systems 
require less traditional and bureaucratic leadership practices and more focused adaptive 
models for leading (Davis et al., 2015; Marion and Uhl-Bien 2001; Uhl-Bien and Marion, 
2009).  Through the lens of systems theory and complexity theory, a systems-thinking 
approach will be used throughout this Organizational Improvement Plan to examine 
opportunities to enhance or establish new leadership practices in order to improve 
alignment and coherence around program delivery across campuses.    
Jones et al. (2012) state that a less hierarchical approach to leadership, particularly 
in the context of higher education, which comprises employees in an expert and 
professional setting, would increase collaboration and support the constant changes of 
these complex organizations. This approach would create more opportunities for 
collaboration and innovation between academic teams, campuses and departments. This 
could support and increase the likelihood of successful opportunities for adaptability, 
innovation and change. Within a multi-campus structure, one of the challenges is 
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recognizing differences and interconnections; a systems approach will help to recognize, 
understand and address those differences or gaps.  The focus on a systems approach seeks 
to identify changes that can be integrated into the whole institution and to consider the 
change efforts through a systems or holistic view rather than through individual, 
independent sectors (Foster-Fishman, Nowell & Yang, 2007).  Through these leadership 
approaches and the theoretical framework, I consider the problem of practice through a 
holistic and systemic approach focused on more shared and collective approach to 
leadership.  
Leadership Problem of Practice 
The problem of practice addressed in this Organizational Improvement Plan 
focuses on the challenges of alignment and coherence in academic program delivery 
across the multiple campuses at College X.  Decision-making and authority for program 
development, program review is centralized within the academic department.  Academic 
deans are responsible for the overall academic leadership and direction of their programs 
but program delivery is managed by campus leadership in regional campuses who do not 
report to the academic department.  Campus directors and managers, in addition to their 
other portfolios, are responsible for course and program delivery in their campuses and 
have the responsibility to ensure that program and course delivery reflect the overall 
expectations of the program in order to provide an equivalent learning experience for 
students regardless of their choice of campus.  Program information such as course 
outlines provide some information to support alignment and coherence in program 
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delivery across campuses.  Nonetheless, these are not sufficient to support campus teams 
in program delivery.   
Alignment is crucial in ensuring that academic programs adhere to and reflect a 
common vision and direction and that each campus commits to implement and respect 
systemic strategies and actions (OECD, 2010). Coherence, on that premise, seeks to 
create a shared understanding between academic and campus teams about the purpose, 
policies and practices pertaining to the programs, as well as a common view about the 
delivery and outcomes of academic programming (Fullan & Quinn, 2016).  Through 
alignment and coherence in program delivery, College X seeks to provide consistent and 
systematic program delivery that is reflective of the same program standards, structure 
and learning outcomes. 
Academic deans are accountable for the success of their academic programs 
through their effective leadership; they provide direction guided by strategic priorities for 
their school’s program areas, that includes program development, program quality and 
continuous improvement, as well as faculty support and supervision for those employed 
at the main campus.  They also have a critical role to play in partnership development and 
community engagement, particularly in their program areas of expertise.  The college’s 
deans must ensure quality and relevance of programs within their school and ensure that 
all program development, modifications and delivery adhere to MCU directives, 
regardless of the delivery model or location of programs.  Deans work closely together as 
well as with campus directors and academic managers.  Since programs are offered at 
multiple campuses, campus directors, like deans, are responsible for program and course 
delivery, which requires them or their academic managers to take an administrative role 
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in recruiting, supervising and supporting faculty in the delivery of the required courses as 
to ensure that students meet program learning outcomes and can graduate. Campus 
directors must ensure that program and course delivery reflect the overall expectations of 
the program and that they provide an equivalent learning experience for students 
regardless of their choice of campus. 
Course outlines provide some information of the overall expectations of the 
program, nonetheless, they detail course outcomes and learning objectives and do not 
situate the course within the overall learning outcomes of the program.  As such, the 
vision and direction of the program and the learning experience can be difficult to capture 
and can often be interpreted incorrectly without a good understanding of the bigger 
picture.  Since academic teams are comprised of sessional and part-time faculty that are 
often responsible for the delivery of a single course, teams may have faculty members 
with varying levels of understanding of the program learning outcomes and may interpret 
or use different language and concepts.  Lavenrentz and Kumm (2017) similarly refer to 
this as “concept creep”, when faculty members can describe concepts “in slightly 
different ways [or] may add or delete a concept or use different terms to describe the 
same concept” (p. 288).   Though resources and supports, such as program guides and 
information sessions by program coordinators are available to campus leaders and all 
faculty, few are accessing or participating in these opportunities. 
Factors underlying the problem of practice will provide insights into the range of 
issues to consider when addressing alignment and coherence in program delivery. 
Available historical and organizational context and theories will be taken into account to 
efficiently frame the problem of practice.    
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Framing the Problem of Practice 
This section situates the problem of practice and examines, through a systems 
perspective, broader influences with respect to the challenges of alignment and coherence 
between campuses.  The problem is framed by exploring historical and organizational 
context and theories, and through a PESTE (Political, Economical, Sociological, 
Technological, and Ecological/Environmental) analysis.  
Context 
The bureaucratic structure of College X can reduce its ability to be innovative due 
to its complexity and changing realities (Manning, 2018). It imposes constraints when 
trying to move quickly and effectively in adapting to changing needs and realities, 
particularly so, when these are often different in each campus.  Although College X has a 
defined bureaucratic structure, the complexity of several campuses across the province 
creates challenges in the understanding and adherence to standard operating practices 
(Manning, 2018).  
Many postsecondary institutions have been increasing their program offerings in a 
multi-campus model (Pinheiro & Nordstrand Berg, 2017; Pinheiro, Charles & Jones, 
2017).  Institutions have consequently tailored organizational structures for their specific 
models of campuses and program delivery structures. Such dissimilarities can signify 
different roles and responsibilities within their administrative and academic structures 
that are most often different at the main campus, compared to regional campuses 
(Dengerink, 2001).  While structures are different, research demonstrates that challenges 
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are often similar, in that the focus is primarily on the nature of the relationships between 
campus leaders and those at the parent campus, thusly indicating a need to recognize that 
regional campuses may require different structures to best respond to their particular roles 
and missions (Fraser & Stott, 2015; Dengerink, 2001).  
College X’s organizational structure and multiple programs and services often 
require leaders to manage large multi-functional teams, presupposing the need for several 
responsibilities that are not necessarily connected, or which assume the need for a wide 
range of knowledge and competencies.  The lack of coherence and interconnectivity 
between some programs and services aligns well with the characteristics detailed in 
Manning’s (2018) exploration of organized anarchy in higher education.  “The number of 
ambiguous goals, the conflicting nature among primary goals, and the vehemence with 
which institutional members may object to goals that, all the same, remain central to the 
college’s […] purpose” (Manning, 2018, p. 135).  The existing structure of College X 
connects well with these examples of professional or expert composition of higher 
education institutions, particularly in the academic department, but these can also create 
challenges by having multiple, potentially unclear or vague goals and decision-making 
processes (Baldridge, 1983).  Once the college determines which programs it will offer, 
the academic teams develop them in accordance with the Ministry’s Binding Policy 
Directive, Framework for Programs of Instruction (MCU, 2009).  Program curriculum 
and design are reviewed through a validation process by the Ontario College Quality 
Assurance Service (OCQAS) to ensure that they meet expectations in order for the 
college to be granted the authority to offer the credential.  Given that permission is 
granted to an institution and not to a particular campus, the institution must ensure that 
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each campus adheres to the MCU policy directives and the approved OCQAS credential 
validation and that it respects the academic programming structure and design it has put 
in place.  
The complexity and interconnectedness of the institution’s programs and courses 
across different campuses and departments combined with program development and 
delivery requirements from MCU form the basis of the problem of practice. When 
programs and courses are offered at multiple locations and through different departments, 
there is an increase challenge for alignment and coherence in the standards of practice as 
they relate to program and course delivery.  And while this can be a challenge in delivery 
across campuses, it is exacerbated by courses offered through non-academic departments, 
such as corporate training or continuing education and other training services. Courses 
offered through regular credited postsecondary programming may require more 
exhaustive and in-depth evaluation processes than would contract training or customized 
training services (Boggs, 2003; Cohen and Brawer, 2008; Eddy 2010, as cited in Davis et 
al., 2015).  Since such courses are credited towards the attainment of a program 
credential, systems must be in place in order to achieve alignment and coherence to 
reflect the intended results and outcomes. It is therefore important that leadership 
practices are improved or put in place in order to ascertain that systems and structures are 
supporting better alignment and coherence in program delivery.  
PESTE Analysis 
The PESTE analysis provides an additional tool to increase awareness of factors 
that may influence the college’s ability to achieve alignment and coherence of its 
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academic programs across its multiple campuses and departments.  It creates an 
awareness of the political (P), economic (E), sociological (S), technological (T), and 
ecological/environmental (E) factors that can influence our problem of practice and the 
need for change (Cawsey et al., 2016).  
Political factors.  Since 2014, MCU has required all public postsecondary 
institutions to sign a multi-year Strategic Mandate Agreement (SMA). These agreements 
describe how each institution plans to focus on their strengths, identify their priorities and 
support system-wide and government priorities (MTCU, 2018). The colleges’ third 
iteration spans a period commencing in 2020 and ending in 2025.  It outlines enrolment 
expectations around funding, identifies institutional strengths and sets targets on 
performance indicators that will determine government funding for that period (Philipps, 
2019). 
 Economic factors. Enrolment numbers in postsecondary programs in Ontario 
have experienced negligible change in the past five years (College X, [Annual Report], 
n.d.) and provincial funding indicates that there will be a continued decrease over the 
next few years (Funding for Ontario Colleges, 2019).  Due to financial constraints and its 
inability to show a significant increase in enrolment and funding specific to 
postsecondary education, College X has felt it necessary to diversify its programs and 
services.  It currently offers several services that are not directly connected to 
postsecondary education.  In its 2018-2019 financial statements, postsecondary education 
accounted for 20% of revenue for the college.  Consequently, while the college is focused 
on increased access to postsecondary education throughout its many campuses, it must 
also seek additional sources of revenue to support these campuses.  This results in 
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multiple priorities for College X, and thus requires campus leaders to assume multiple 
responsibilities and manage various projects.   
 Sociological factors.  The student population demographic is shifting and 
requires colleges to change their strategies around program delivery (Jaschik, 2018). 
Weingarten, Kaufman, Jonker and Hicks (2018) state that some Ontario colleges “are 
particularly vulnerable to regional demographic decline” (p. 4).  This shift has resulted in 
an increase in online delivery, part-time studies and customized or adapted learning 
opportunities.  While postsecondary programs are developed according to provincial 
program standards, more customized or blended courses are being offered at College X to 
respond to employer and student demands.  Furthermore, community and employer 
labour needs are constantly changing, and colleges are expected to offer programming 
that prepares students with new skills.  This, in addition to the fact that College X has 
campuses dispersed across the province, and range from rural, low-density communities 
to dense, culturally diverse urban areas, results in very different community realities and 
needs, which may require a model that reflects the heterogeneity between some of the 
campuses’ stakeholders (Fraser & Stott, 2015). 
 Technological factors. College X has always considered the use of technology as 
a necessary tool for its operations.  Videoconferencing has been used to offer courses and 
programs between campuses and other technological tools have been developed to 
increase access to documentation and sharing information across campuses.  Nonetheless, 
the effective use of technology can be a challenge when used to interact and collaborate, 
rather than simply share and transmit information.  The current systems are very 
structured and centrally controlled due to concerns around security and confidentiality 
STRENGTHENING ACADEMIC LEADERSHIP PRACTICES  
  21 
  
 
 
  
and the types of tools supported are those recommended by the centralized IT team.  
Although the benefits of technology are significant, especially in a regionally dispersed 
college, they require significant time and energy (Baldridge & Deal, 1983). 
 Ecological/Environmental factors. This last factor considers College X’s 
physical challenges around alignment and coherence due to the geographical distances 
between campuses.  Fisher and Fisher (2011) state that teams that work in dispersed 
groups can suffer from “feelings of isolation, misalignment around tasks, purpose and 
operating procedures” and suggest some face-to-face meetings should be considered (p. 
61).  Distances can span more than 1000 kilometres between certain campuses and air 
travel is possible only to certain communities. This is even more challenging in winter 
months when weather can make it impossible to travel.  For these reasons, most 
interactions occur between adjacent campuses or campuses in close proximity or through 
virtual communications. Fisher and Fisher (2011; 2001) suggest that while using virtual 
tools such as videoconference is useful, leaders must communicate openly and build trust, 
in order to build relationships and connections.   
 The PESTE analysis provides critical information that will better guide the 
strategies and direction of the Organizational Improvement Plan.  It is perhaps easiest to 
examine the nature and function of a framework if it is viewed through pertinent and 
applicable questions. The following section supports this analysis by identifying guiding 
questions that may serve as potential lines of inquiry and potential factors and challenges 
that can emerge from those pertaining to alignment and coherence in program delivery.  
These questions will help discern how best to address the barriers associated with the 
problem and identify opportunities in resolving them.  
STRENGTHENING ACADEMIC LEADERSHIP PRACTICES  
  22 
  
 
 
  
Guiding Questions Emerging from the Problem of Practice 
This Organizational Improvement Plan seeks to address the challenge of 
alignment and coherence of College X’s academic programs and their delivery across 
multiple campuses and departments by developing and enhancing academic leadership 
practices. The Organizational Improvement Plan is framed by a systems-thinking 
perspective and uses systems theory and complexity theory to define, analyze and 
develop a clear understanding of the problem of practice.  Therefore, the guiding 
questions emerging from this problem of practice seek to explore a holistic view of the 
problem and to understand the interconnectedness and interdependencies of potential 
factors which contribute to it. Some areas of inquiry stem from the analysis and framing 
of the problem of practice and provide opportunities to investigate and consider factors 
that may contribute or influence the problem of practice and the vision for change.   The 
following section addresses separately the relevant issues impacting the problem of 
practice and establishes questions that emerge from each of the issues.  These questions 
will guide the Organizational Improvement Plan. 
Cohesive and Systemic Leadership Practices 
What academic leadership practices could be improved or introduced in order to 
increase the likelihood of alignment and coherence of program delivery across campuses? 
This provides an overarching question connecting the challenges around alignment and 
coherence with potential changes in leadership practice.  While individual leaders may 
have their own practices or departmental approaches that support academic program 
delivery, a systems approach provides the intentionality to examine and identify practices 
that support a holistic approach and moves away from viewing leadership as the role of a 
STRENGTHENING ACADEMIC LEADERSHIP PRACTICES  
  23 
  
 
 
  
single leader or individual responsibilities to a more collective model across the 
organization (Davis et al., 2015).  
Common Understanding and Shared Goals  
How will the academic and campus leaders create a common understanding of 
interconnections and interrelations between departments and campuses? How will they 
create shared goals and expectations for academic program delivery? College X, like 
other postsecondary institutions, is considered a complex system and has interconnected 
and interdependent systems which are interactive and related (Davis et al., 2015; Marion 
& Uhl-Bien, 2001). Within the college’s administrative and operational functions, some 
systems and processes are more clearly understood and followed.  However, reasons for 
certain policies, directives and processes or the implication that a certain policy may have 
on a student’s overall learning experience may not be understood or known by each team 
member. 
Engagement and Commitment to Shared Goals 
How do we engage, involve and ensure that expectations and shared goals are 
understood and will be achieved by all teams and campuses?  As indicated previously, the 
existing organizational structure is bureaucratic and reporting structures are hierarchical.  
Although academic programs fall within the purview of the academic department, 
reporting structures for all campus activities, leadership and employees, with the 
exception of faculties at the main campus, fall under other departments.  Therefore, 
campus leaders may assume conflicting priorities and responsibilities and they may focus 
on specific departmental, regional or local goals. The conflicting priorities and goals, and 
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the pressures and expectations from supervisors can result in campus leaders to perceive a 
diminished importance and relevance of academic information and priorities.  
Collaboration and Communication 
Another critical question to address the problem of practice is, how is 
collaborative teamwork achieved within the scope of assigned responsibilities while 
ensuring that decisions are made according to policies and procedures?  Considering the 
complexity and volume of information around academic program delivery, the imposed 
policies and procedures, the different roles and responsibilities and the multiple and 
constant changes to programs and courses, issues concerning decision-making, authority 
and information-sharing emerge regarding the problem of practice.   
The four resulting guiding questions that have emerged from the problem of 
practice are of practical relevance for identifying academic leadership practices to 
increase alignment and coherence of program delivery. They will guide the vision for 
change for the college’s stakeholders, which in turn provides guidance for the change 
process and overall Organizational Improvement Plan.  
Leadership-Focused Vision for Change 
This section of the Organizational Improvement Plan outlines the envisioned 
future state of College X as it relates to the problem of practice.  Through the 
Organizational Improvement Plan, I seek to identify systems and structures that can 
enhance academic leadership practices in order to increase alignment and coherence of 
program delivery across campuses and departments within College X.  The future state of 
the organization is examined through a systems perspective in order to understand the 
interconnections and interrelations of the different departments and campuses.  The 
STRENGTHENING ACADEMIC LEADERSHIP PRACTICES  
  25 
  
 
 
  
manner in which change, and organizational culture are viewed will determine if leaders 
can bring about successful and effective change (Buller, 2015).   
  With continuous changes taking place at College X, combined with multiple and 
often conflicting goals and priorities across campuses and departments, four key priorities 
for change are identified: 1) create a shared vision and direction; 2) increase adaptability 
through engagement and collaboration; 3) increase accountability; and 4) create a culture 
of organizational learning. These priorities for change align with the theoretical 
framework and the leadership approaches discussed earlier in this chapter.  As such, a 
conceptual framework which embeds these priorities will demonstrate the systems view 
of the leadership-focused vision for change for the Organizational Improvement Plan.   
Conceptual Framework  
The conceptual framework connects the theoretical framework, focuses on a 
systems theory and a complexity theory perspective, along with the adaptive, distributed 
and systems-thinking leadership approaches, and encompasses the priorities for change 
outlined in the previous paragraph.  Figure 2 illustrates the conceptual framework which 
embeds the four priorities into five leadership practices: 1) context; 2) vision; 3) 
engagement; 4) accountability; and 5) learning.   
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 The five leadership practices in Figure 2, combined to the theoretical and 
leadership approaches in the conceptual framework aim to support and improve 
alignment in coherence in academic program delivery across College X’s campuses.  
These practices are detailed below.  
Context.  This practice focuses on developing a common understanding of our 
purpose, identity, values, and assumptions.  In order for academic and campus leaders to 
implement strategies towards a vision for change, they must first build a common 
understanding and a common language around their assumptions and perceptions of the 
gaps, and the vision for change.  “Some of the most important and most invisible 
elements of an organizational culture are the shared basic assumptions that evolve about 
how things should be done, how the mission is to be achieved, how goals are to be met” 
(Schein, 2017, p. 158). When we consider the problem of practice around academic 
alignment and coherence, adaptive leadership will be necessary to understand and 
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recognize rooted ways of thinking and doing things, our priorities, beliefs, and loyalties 
(Heifetz et al., 2009). 
Vision. This practice involves understanding in which direction we are moving.  
Through the complexity theory and systems theory lens, the concept of shared vision is 
viewed primarily as a directional “beacon” rather than a structured approach to 
development and implementation (Cawsey, 2016).  Leaders have a role in maintaining 
the consistency of the organization’s direction and actions and in ensuring that the vision 
and strategy are communicated, clearly understood and resonate at all levels of the 
organization (Groenwald, 2018).  
One of the biggest challenges that emerges from the problem of practice is 
College X’s wide range of programs and services, particularly in the context of a multi-
campus institution.  While it offers traditional postsecondary programs, College X also 
endeavours to respond to multiple stakeholders’ needs, regional demands and campus-
specific initiatives and priorities. Consequently, programs and services respond to 
multiple goals and differing missions (Davis et al., 2015).  Levin et al. (2010) found that 
systemic practices that supported a common goal could be beneficial to create cohesion 
of all employees and provide consistency and interdependency between teams over time.  
People should understand and approve of the direction in which they are going. Creating 
a shared vision allows stakeholders to define where they are going and provide guidance 
(Cawsey et al., 2016). The vision “becomes the common thread connecting people, 
involving them personally and emotionally in the organization” (Daft, 2011, p. 405) 
which will increase the relationships, collaboration and engagement between academic 
and campus leaders and will provide opportunities to improve alignment and coherence 
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of academic program delivery across campuses by following and committing to this 
shared vision and direction.     
Engagement.  This practice involves engagement of stakeholders, promoting 
communication and collaborating across teams, campuses and departments. A shared 
vision positively supports academic programs. Engagement, communication and 
relationships provide added support and offer a foundation for a “one college” identity 
that can be both respectful and understanding of each campus’s identity, regional and 
local needs and realities (Fraser & Stott, 2015). To increase alignment and coherence 
across campuses and departments requires that people be engaged and committed to 
build, adapt and test the vision together (Penuel, Bell, Neill, Shaw, Hopkins & Farrel, 
2018).  As such, stakeholders must be heard, have opportunities to voice their opinions 
and actively participate so that we can have different perspectives and that we consider 
all points of view and scenarios (Cawsey et al., 2016).   
Leadership practices that encourage engagement and communication with all 
stakeholders are effective and productive. Academic and campus leaders must engage 
and communicate clearly the purpose and vision in order to empower team members to 
work together and toward the same goals and direction (Kantabutra & Avery, 2010).  
Multiple campuses and departments, inadvertently cause significant issues in regards to 
the dispersedness of information (Cramton, 2002).  Centralizing knowledge has limits 
and can’t be considered the only strategy to deal with using and accessing data and 
knowledge (Becker, 2011).  To effectively achieve program delivery goals, strategies 
must be developed to increase active participation and engagement from all campuses in 
all aspects of program development and delivery.  The college should involve all 
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stakeholders if it seeks to be adaptive and innovative in responding to market changes, 
and regional needs and realities. Organizations that involve all stakeholders all generally 
more successful in change processes (Randall & Coakley, 2007). 
Notwithstanding the availability of virtual tools and access to information, 
challenges may reside in the processes of creating, communicating and engaging 
everyone rather than simply ensuring that information is available.  Colleges can promote 
communication, engagement and collaboration through deliberate use and 
implementation of processes and systems that value and recognize those behaviours 
(Kezar, 2014).  Therefore, the focus must not necessarily be on developing more tools 
and providing more information but rather on implementing processes and systems that 
can support collaboration, engagement and that can maximize the effectiveness of these 
tools to support all stakeholders.  As such, time and resources must be spent on 
understanding need, purpose, buy-in, and engagement prior to implementing new tools 
and systems to increase the likelihood of responding to and respecting the needs of 
stakeholders (Davis et al., 2015). 
Accountability. This practice focuses on decision-making, accountability and 
influence. The current structure at College X reflects a more centralized model of 
academic decision-making.  Active involvement from campus leaders and department 
managers may increase opportunities for better alignment and coherence and increase 
shared approach to addressing individual and collective problems and solutions (Honig 
and Hatch, 2004). Additionally, the complexity and inconsistencies of different roles, 
reporting structure, authority and decision-making within College X requires that 
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leadership be viewed not only through hierarchy and authority but also through informal, 
relational and social interactions (Spillane & Diamond, 2016).   
The complexity and range of programs and services at College X imposes greater 
responsibilities on campus leaders who must be accountable for multiple priorities and 
portfolios.  This may create some confusion and conflict around prioritization and values 
(Dengerink, 2001). Accordingly, academic program delivery requires a significant 
amount of time and resources.  For this reason, campus leaders must take on a broad 
scope of responsibilities and invest significant effort to implement and supervise 
programs and to ensure program standards and student outcomes are met.  This may 
result in conflicting priorities and blurred lines of authority and accountability (Manning 
2018; Baldridge, 1983).  Fullan and Quinn (2016) define accountability that takes into 
account capacity building as a primary focus.  It is founded on developing both an 
internal accountability by taking on personal responsibility for continuous improvement, 
and an external accountability by engaging the public to demonstrate that systems and 
structures are performing.  This perspective on accountability supports a learning culture 
in which College X’s academic and campus leaders and other stakeholders benefit from 
associating accountability with capacity building. 
Learning.  This practice involves reflecting and questioning of the previous 
practices and their results in order to adapt, adjust, or realign.  The role of academic 
leaders in higher education includes promoting lifelong learning to students, certainly it 
ought to promote and support a learning organization as well. Such an environment 
facilitates sharing of capacity and experiences and furthering collective goals and 
promoting a shared vision (Senge, 1990).  As Schein (2017) states, the constant and fast-
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paced changes in postsecondary institutions will require leaders to become change leaders 
but also “perpetual learners” (p. 343).  Through the development of a learning culture, the 
likelihood of members involved in reflecting and implementing on solutions, and in 
collaborating towards a shared vision is greatly increased (Schein, 2017; Senge 1990).  
College X must also cultivate a learning organization because of constant changes 
and increasing demand to expand programs and services and the realities of multiple 
goals and services (Hannay, Jaffar, & Earl, 2013). Additionally, since organizations that 
have a learning culture tend to be more open to accepting change (Senge, 2006; Schein, 
2017; Kezar, 2014; Buller, 2016), embedding learning into the college’s leadership 
practices can increase its adaptability and opportunities for continuous improvement.  
Kezar (2014) posits that individuals will want to make changes when they recognize 
errors and that organizations can create change by developing mechanisms to help them 
identify these errors and learn from them.  Academic and campus leaders who regularly 
connect, communicate and engage, and therefore learn together, will gain more 
opportunities to better understand the problems and work collaboratively towards finding 
solutions. 
The conceptual framework (see Figure 2) provides an approach to identify the 
priorities for change and to integrate practices that will focus on alignment and coherence 
in academic program delivery across campuses.  The next section discusses the change 
drivers that will influence the direction and outcomes of the vision for change. 
Change Drivers  
Leaders must understand the change drivers within and outside of their 
organization.  Within our problem of practice, the internal change drivers include senior 
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leadership, the academic team and campus leaders.  External drivers such as funding or 
changes in directives from government priorities influence the urgency or ability to make 
change.  Community or regional priorities are also significant change drivers that 
pressure colleges into considering the impact of changes they enact on their catchment 
area.  
It is important for leaders to effectively communicate and clearly answer the 
question, “what is the problem we are trying to solve?” (Buller, 2015, p. 59).  
Stakeholders must comprehend that the problem is significant enough for them to believe 
it is worth proceeding with the change (Buller, 2015).  Accepting that there is a need for 
change may be more difficult for some, as it is likely that some campus directors and 
senior management may not consider that certain practices are a problem.  Therefore, it 
will be necessary to provide clear and evidence-based information in presenting the 
problem of practice and the plan for organizational improvement in a context of positive 
change.   
Academic and campus leaders must consider the importance of expanding the 
change efforts to include all stakeholders. While leaders can frame the vision, a 
successful implementation must be informed and directed by all employees (Cawsey et 
al., 2016).  Faculty members, administrative staff and part-time employees must be 
included in the process in additional to all leadership.  It will be necessary to have senior 
leadership and campus leadership on board with proposed changes as the geographically 
dispersed campuses and distributed model with multiple programs and services will 
require that leadership work together.  
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Organizational Change Readiness 
This section of the Organizational Improvement Plan examines College X’s 
readiness to change.  In order for a change process to be successful, it is necessary for 
people to clearly understand the purpose of the change, and they must clearly understand 
the impact the change will have on them and the organization (Bridges, 2009). They must 
believe in the need for change and their role in the process, and be convinced that the 
changes are necessary rather than simply desired (Cawsey et al., 2016; Buller, 2015).  
Furthermore, organizations must have the systems and structures that can support the 
change effort and change leaders will need to engage with stakeholders and clearly 
communicate the desired result (Cawsey et al., 2016).  College X’s readiness for change 
was assessed using Cawsey et al.’s (2016) organization readiness-for-change 
questionnaire as well as with an evaluation of external and internal forces that shape the 
change process. The Readiness-for-Change questionnaire (Cawsey et al., 2016) consists 
of 36 questions divided into six readiness dimensions: 1) previous change experiences; 2) 
executive support; 3) credible leadership and change champions; 4) openness to change; 
5) rewards for change; and 6) measures for change and accountability.  The questionnaire 
entails using an assessment which attributes a score for each answer and the final score 
reflects the likelihood that the organization is ready for change.    
An organizational readiness assessment was completed for College X, using the six 
readiness dimensions from the questionnaire.  Overall, the college received a score of 
+11.  Scores can range from -10 to +35. Organizations scoring below +10 are described 
as unlikely to be ready for change or most probable to experience considerable 
difficulties. Therefore, a score of +11 suggests that College X demonstrates some degree 
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of readiness for change accompanied by an apparent reluctance. An examination of 
results from each readiness dimension will provide a better understanding of where there 
needs to be improvement or special consideration during the change process. Table 1 
provides a summary of results of each readiness dimension in the Organization’s 
Readiness Questionnaire (2016).  
Table 1 
Readiness Dimensions Scores – College X 
Readiness Dimension College X Score Readiness Score Max 
Previous change experience -1 -2 
Executive support 0 3 
Credible leadership and 
change champions 
4 9 
Openness to change  9 12 
Rewards for change -1 -1 
Measures for change and 
accountability  
1 4 
 
Previous Change Experience 
College X has seen significant changes in the last five years.  Significant changes 
have impacted employee/employer relationships, including a new president and senior 
management team and a five-week faculty strike in 2017.  Shortly after the change to the 
new senior management team, a new internal initiative required that academic teams 
review all programs including potential reduction in the number of programs and 
individual course hours of instruction, wherever possible.  This resulted in nearly every 
program curriculum to be changed between 2018 and 2019.  The readiness score for this 
dimension is -1.  While change efforts were generally well implemented into the 
college’s systems, they were imposed top-down.  Employees experienced them with 
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apprehension. The low score may be more indicative of the overall sense of urgency and 
uncertainty, or employees being overwhelmed by changes that occurred in quick 
succession.  
Executive Support 
The extent to which executive support for the changes through the Organizational 
Improvement Plan is difficult to ascertain.  The senior team’s actions and priorities that 
focus on quality and accessibility align well with the importance of the change initiative. 
However, given the multiple programs and services and the different portfolios of each 
Vice-president, that are not associated with academic programming, the score of zero 
could be explained primarily by a lack of awareness or understanding of the impact and 
benefits of proposed changes.  Therefore, it will be necessary to provide a clear picture to 
the senior management team of the benefits and changes resulting from the 
implementation of the Organizational Improvement Plan. 
Credible Leadership and Change Champions 
The Organizational Improvement Plan focuses on changes to academic programs 
and thereby has an impact on academic leaders across all campuses.  The college scored 
+4 on this dimension as academic leaders generally view the proposed changes towards 
alignment and coherence of program delivery as appropriate for the organization. They 
understand that change agents are in place to support the change efforts.  However, it will 
be necessary to ensure that alignment and coherence are a priority for all campuses.  
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Openness to Change 
Generally, most academic employees seem to support the need for alignment and 
coherence, however supporting evidence may be difficult to identify outside academic 
departments.  While the score of +8 may seem high, there remains a significant turf 
protection reflex among campus leaders. This, at times, results in significant challenges 
around clear and open communication across all departments and campuses. In such 
conditions, scanning and monitoring the environment to gather valid information that 
could influence the organization's success remain difficult.  
Rewards for Change 
College X scored -1 on this dimension.  The scope of the Organizational 
Improvement Plan is not specifically connected to a rewards system, however, it would 
be a worthwhile endeavour to examine if such a system should be put in place in future 
considerations of the plan.  Since the focus for the OIP is based on collaborative and 
holistic leadership practices, it would also be beneficial to recognize and reward actions 
and behaviours that support and encourage these practices. 
Measures for Change and Accountability 
College X, like all other colleges in the province, is subjected to yearly mandated 
student and stakeholder surveys. There are therefore measures in place to evaluate student 
satisfaction and employer satisfaction, through provincial Key Performance Indicator 
(KPI) surveys.  The college’s KPI results have been consistently positive in the past and 
are usually equal to or higher than the provincial averages.   Challenges pertaining to 
alignment and coherence in program delivery, leadership and employee practices are not 
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generally monitored or evaluated.  Therefore, introducing measures to monitor and track 
the change process will be important within the organizational improvement plan.  
Conclusion 
This chapter provided an overview of College X’s organizational context and 
framed the issues and challenges around alignment and coherence in program delivery 
across campuses.  Through a leadership lens focused on integrating collective and 
systemic approaches in order to address the problem of practice, it provided analysis and 
findings that were integrated in a conceptual framework supporting a vision for change 
that reflects cohesive and systemic leadership practices around vision, engagement, 
accountability and learning. The change readiness analysis also demonstrated the need for 
strong leadership in its change process.  The information gathered in this chapter will 
inform the next chapter, which will focus on the planning and development of the 
leadership framework for change, the proposed solutions for change and the ethical 
leadership considerations throughout the change process.  
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Chapter 2: Planning and Development  
Chapter 2 examines the planning and development component of the 
Organizational Improvement Plan.  It provides the leadership framework for the change 
process in order to address the challenges in alignment and coherence of program 
delivery across campuses and departments at College X.  The first section of this chapter 
looks at the framework for leading change.  It defines the connection between the 
theoretical framework, the leadership approaches and the change process, using Cawsey 
et al.’s (2016) Change Path Model.  A critical organizational analysis to diagnose and 
analyze the needed changes is detailed using Nadler and Tushman’s (1989; 1980) 
Organizational Congruence Model, in combination with information detailed in Chapter 
1.  The following section of this chapter will describe and evaluate possible solutions to 
address the challenges concerning alignment and coherence in program delivery.  Lastly, 
this chapter examines ethical considerations pertaining to the change process and 
consider the leadership approaches, ethical responsibilities and commitments that may 
need to be addressed at College X.  
Leadership Approaches to Change 
As discussed in Chapter 1, the Organizational Improvement Plan focuses on the 
implementation of a change process to address College X’s challenges around alignment 
and coherence in program delivery across campuses and departments.  The OIP is 
examined through a systems and complexity lens that centres on the system as a whole, 
rather than parts of the systems.  It supposes non-linear, complex and adaptive 
connections and relationships (Davis et al., 2015; Marion and Uhl-Bien 2001; Uhl-Bien 
and Marion, 2009).  The change process is framed by using principles and practices from 
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three leadership approaches: 1) adaptive leadership; 2) distributed leadership; and 3) 
systems thinking leadership.  These leadership approaches were chosen in order to 
address the problem of practice through a collective, systemic and engaging model which 
can be beneficial to all stakeholders and which can support and enhance academic 
leadership across the college.  
Adaptive Leadership 
Adaptive leadership is a proactive process that prepares and encourages people to 
adapt to changing environments, to learn to face and address challenges and problems 
and to respond to change (Heifetz & Linsky, 2017; Govindarajan, 2016; Northouse, 2016 
Heifetz, Grashow & Linsky, 2009; Heifetz, 1994). Through adaptive leadership, 
academic leaders can engage campus leaders in developing and integrating new strategies 
and behaviours that better support the different stages of the change process (Heifetz et 
al., 2009; Heifetz, 1994).  Heifetz et al. (2009) identify three kinds of challenges: 1) 
technical challenges; 2) technical and adaptive challenges; and 3) adaptive challenges 
(Northouse, 2016; Heifetz et al., 2009).  As indicated in the previous chapter, alignment 
is focused on a common direction and approaches that are accepted and implemented by 
each campus to reflect a common vision for each program.  Coherence centres more on 
gaining a shared understanding of the policies and practices around program delivery.   
The challenges around academic alignment and coherence may be more directly 
characterized as adaptive situational challenges in which there is not one clear problem or 
solution and that are dictated by changing circumstances (Heifetz et al., 2009; Heifetz, 
1994).  While alignment and coherence can be partially addressed through technical, 
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administrative and procedure-driven solutions, the need to develop a shared 
understanding of policies, procedures and practices at College X is inevitable in order to 
increase the likelihood of developing adaptive leadership behaviours. In this change 
process, academic and campus leaders will need to work closely together to address the 
challenge of alignment and coherence above simple technical challenges.  It will require 
both academic and campus leaders to challenge eachother’s behaviours, values and 
beliefs (Heifetz & Linsky, 2017).  Academic and campus leaders will need to adopt 
principles of shared responsibility, learning and collaboration that are aligned with and 
reflect adaptive leadership; an approach that suggests leadership as a practice, not as a 
title (Heifetz et al., 2009).  The adaptive leadership process will require academic and 
campus leaders take the time to diagnose the problem, explore solutions and move to 
action, all the while “moving back and forth among data collection, interpretation, and 
action” (Heifetz et al., 2009, p.7).   
Distributed Leadership 
As with adaptive leadership, the focus of distributed leadership is not about 
individual leaders but on their collective roles in the practice of leadership (Diamond & 
Spillane, 2016).  The implementation of distributed leadership shifts the focus from 
individuals to the interactions between leaders, followers and their situation (Spillane, 
2006).  As such, the emphasis is, not so much on what individual leaders are doing, but 
more about their interactions and what they do collectively. Alignment and coherence in 
program delivery across campuses and departments within College X requires continuous 
interactions between academic and campus leaders.  Gronn (2010) refers to distributed 
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leadership as an “interdependent” or “mutual dependent” approach to leadership that 
reflects a more holistic practice (Gronn, 2010, p. 418).  The introduction of distributed 
leadership in the change process will take advantage of the benefits of interdependency 
and will reflect the relationships that are required to improve alignment and coherence 
across campuses. It will provide opportunities for academic leaders and campus leaders to 
understand each other’s roles and responsibilities and to identify ways to combine skills 
and knowledge in order to work collaboratively to bring about the required changes to 
improve alignment and coherence in program delivery at College X (Gronn, 2010).   
Distributed leadership suggests that influence, social and cultural capital and shared 
values rather than formal positions of authority and hierarchy are more important in 
leadership practice (Jones et al., 2012); which is significant in this change process.  As 
discussed in Chapter 1, the organizational structure of the college consists of a 
hierarchical model.  While the structure recognizes systemic responsibilities, there 
remains considerable challenges, particularly when campus leaders may have overlapping 
and competing goals and priorities (Birnbaum, 2011).  The complexity of the different 
roles and the reporting structure within College X requires that leadership be viewed not 
only through hierarchy and authority but also through the informal or relational and social 
interactions.  In this practice, campus leaders, academic teams, faculty members, and 
students all interact at different levels.  Leaders rely more on “shared values” and 
“cultural capital”, than formal positional authority and power (Diamond & Spillane, 
2016, p. 150). This is of particular importance in the context of my role as academic 
dean.  While academic program delivery is offered across all campuses, the 
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organizational structure characterizes my role in decision-making and authority as one 
that is focused mainly on influence and shared values and relationships. 
Gronn’s (2010) view on interdependency, building trust and partnership to work 
towards a common or complementary goal connects well to an approach that can address 
the challenges around academic alignment and coherence for program delivery.  Spillane 
(2006) posits that there are three arrangements for leadership responsibilities: 1) division 
of labour where functions overlap between different positions; 2) co-performance, when 
functions are performed collaboratively between two or more leaders; and 3) parallel 
performance, where the same functions are performed in parallel and redundantly (p. 40).  
Campus directors and academic teams must work collaboratively and collectively to 
accomplish their work and ensure alignment and coherence in program delivery.  By 
means of a distributed leadership approach, College X can determine the different 
leadership configurations, engagement levels and interdependencies it requires (Gronn, 
2010).  In my role as the academic dean, I can integrate opportunities to build, monitor 
and, when needed, adapt this approach to support program delivery across campuses and 
departments.   
Systems Thinking Leadership 
 Systems thinking leadership focuses on a holistic perspective of the organization 
which considers the interconnections and relationships between actions and reactions 
(Eddy, 2012).   It suggests an approach to leadership that views organizations through a 
systems lens. Reinforcing systems thinking is a necessary competency for leaders (Davis 
et al., 2015).  As discussed in Chapter 1, College X has multiple programs and services 
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across its campuses.  Different people are performing similar roles in sometimes 
overlapping, sometimes competing structures (Birnbaum, 2011).  Systems thinking 
leadership is necessary for academic and campus leaders to understand the impacts and 
consequences of their actions and decisions within their campus but also the 
interconnections and interrelations of these across the college.  Senge (2006) proposes 
that leaders who use a systems approach are not so much focused on formal roles, metrics 
and processes but rather on the results of people within the organization that use or 
participate in these matters; “it is what happens when people use the artifacts or processes 
or participate in the meetings that matters” (Senge, 2006, p. 321).  
Systems thinking leadership principles attribute importance to seeking to 
understand the values and assumptions of stakeholders. They explore participatory and 
inclusive strategies to include all groups, especially marginalized groups (Davis et al., 
2015).  In the context of this change process, it will be important for academic and 
campus leaders to thoroughly explore the values, assumptions and needs reflected across 
each campus, particularly for program delivery.  While program delivery practices and 
procedures seem clearly defined and understood by the main campus academic teams, it 
will be necessary to ascertain that these are well understood, valued and adaptable and 
transferable across campuses.  Systems thinking leadership puts forward systems theory 
as a holistic, interrelated and interconnected approach to leadership practice.  Through 
this approach, College X can endeavour to connect its leaders across campuses and 
departments in order to increase engagement, collaboration and communication (Davis et 
al., 2015). The need to work together, to determine a shared understanding and vision that 
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encompasses all campuses and departments will be necessary for a successful change 
process.  
Although there are similarities between these three leadership approaches, the 
combination of their particular focus will support the successful and sustainable 
implementation of the change process. The principles and practices of these three 
leadership approaches will support the change framework discussed in the next section.  
Framework for Leading Change 
The primary framework for leading the change process of the Organizational 
Improvement Plan is Cawsey et al.’s (2016) Change Path Model.   Leadership and 
decision-making in a complex organization require that multiple approaches be 
considered (Gronn, 2010) and that these approaches reflect the types of changes that we 
are attempting to implement (Kezar, 2014). Therefore, the framework will be supported 
and reflect the theoretical and conceptual framework outlined in Figure 2 of Chapter 1.  
This includes the three leadership approaches described in the previous section, namely 
adaptive, distributed and systems thinking leadership as well as context, vision, 
engagement, accountability and learning practices.  The leading change model and, 
organizational and leadership theories are aligned with the theoretical framework as they 
offer a systems level and holistic organizational view through a systems theory and 
complexity theory lenses. Given the complex structure of College X, the need to view the 
organization this way provides a better capacity to respond to the challenges of alignment 
and coherence across campuses and departments.   
The following section outlines the different steps of Cawsey et al.’s (2016) Change-
Path model and demonstrates how it aligns with the practices in the conceptual 
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framework in leading the change process of the Organizational Improvement Plan.  It 
provides an approach that supports the vision for change discussed in Chapter 1 in order 
to address the challenges around alignment and coherence in program delivery across 
campuses and departments. 
Change Path Model  
Cawsey et al.’s (2016) Change Path Model provides a process to lead the 
Organizational Improvement Plan’s change process.  This model describes the manner in 
which changes happen by way of a four-step approach: awakening, mobilization, 
acceleration and institutionalization.  The Change Path Model provides a systems level 
approach that considers organizational context (Cawsey et al., 2016).  Figure 3 
demonstrates the steps of the Change Path Model and how they align with the conceptual 
framework in order to determine the actions and priorities needed to lead the change 
process. 
 
Figure 3.  Connection between the Change Path Model process and the 
Conceptual Framework leadership practices.  Adapted from “The Change Path 
Model” by Cawsey, T.F., Deszca, G. & Ingols, C., 2016. Organizational change: 
An action-oriented toolkit, Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications, p. 55. 
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The framework for leading change integrates the conceptual framework, as 
outlined in Chapter 1, with Cawsey et al.’s (2016) Change Path Model in order to connect 
the different priorities and phases of the change process.  Figure 3 refers to the actions 
and priorities corresponding to each phase of the Change Path Model, as is detailed 
below. 
Awakening.  This is the first step in the change process and consists of an in-
depth analysis of internal and external environments to better understand the context in 
which the change will be taking place and the factors that may influence it.  In Chapter 1, 
we examined the organizational context and the gap between the present and desired state 
of College X as well as change drivers. On that basis, this step is important to articulate 
the reasons for changing the initial vision.  As indicated in Chapter 1, stakeholders will 
need to be aware of the reason for proposing the change and how it will be beneficial to 
them (Cawsey et al., 2016; Buller, 2015; Kezar, 2014).  While all academic leaders at 
College X may recognize the need for alignment and coherence in program delivery, they 
may not fully understand their role and influence in making this happen. 
The challenges in alignment and coherence in program delivery across campuses 
and departments is partially due to College X’s high number of people involved in 
numerous departments and grappling with multiple processes.  Challenges impact deans, 
campus directors, academic managers, faculty, the registrar’s office, and the HR 
department.  How stakeholders view alignment and coherence and their challenges, can 
manifest itself differently and may in fact be judged inconsequential and dismissed 
altogether by some.   It will be important that I take the necessary time to create 
awareness and develop a common understanding of the need for alignment and coherence 
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and to provide information that can help others understand the vision for change. 
Considerable time and effort must be invested in the awakening stage without which, 
other steps cannot be accessed. 
Mobilization.  Data from Nadler and Tushman’s (1989; 1980) Organizational 
Congruence Model, which will be presented in the next section, will help in moving to 
step two of the Change Path Model: mobilization. The determination of the need for 
change and the process for communicating and assessing the group dynamics will be 
necessary during this phase (Cawsey et al., 2016). Helping others understand the context 
of the change and how it could affect them will require some reflection on framing the 
problem and working toward the change effort (Buller, 2015).  An understanding of the 
vision for change will affect how it is accepted or viewed, and it will also influence the 
approaches that may be needed to engage and involve all stakeholders in the change 
process.  In this stage of the change process, I will focus on helping campus leaders 
understand their roles, the interconnections and interrelationships between our roles and 
responsibilities in program delivery.  This process will seek to encourage discussions 
leading to engagement and participation of stakeholders in identifying what needs to 
change and clarifying roles in the change process.  This step can be tied in with the 
organizational theories around shared vision which will be discussed further in this 
section.  
 Acceleration.  Acceleration, the third step of the Change Path Model focuses on 
action which included planning and implementation.  This step explores ways to apply 
knowledge and information from the previous steps to establish an action plan for the 
change process. This step seeks to define actions linked to the shared vision in the aim of 
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having academic teams and campus leaders engaged and empowered in the process of 
change (Cawsey et al., 2016).  Consequently, the development and commitment of a 
shared vision and the priorities between academic and campus leaders, reflected from the 
previous step of the change process will be important in order to provide direction and 
momentum for all teams and campuses working toward a common goal.  Levin et al. 
(2010) found that, over time, systemic practices that supported a common goal could be 
beneficial to create cohesion of all employees and provide consistency and 
interdependency between teams. 
In this step of the change process, specific tools and actions will be implemented 
to move forward with the intended plan.  This may include, amongst other things, 
identifying necessary resources, training and tools to manage the change progress.  This 
step also aims to recognize the smaller wins and to identify milestones in order to build 
momentum and engagement (Cawsey et al., 2016).  
Institutionalization. The final step of the Change Path Model is 
institutionalization.  It involves the monitoring of progress that lead to practices of 
accountability and learning.  Monitoring progress allows for the measurement and the 
understanding of the change process actions.  Fullan and Quinn (2016) suggest that there 
needs to be conditions that “increase the likelihood that people will be accountable to 
themselves and to the group” (p. 109).  The implementation of measures to assess 
progress and clarify expectations and outcomes will allow me the planned change 
process.  The mapped results will make clear whether all actions and priorities are 
implemented.   
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The development of metrics to monitor progress and measure the impact of 
change will also help me evaluate whether the change process is working.  Tools to 
measure and monitor the progress and impact will be integrated throughout the 
implementation plan.  Podsakoff et al. (2000) state that measures define behaviours and 
performance management to ensure that the intended outcomes and results are achieved 
(as cited in Chinta, Kebritchi & Elias, 2015, p. 989).  Measures also provide an 
opportunity to realign or possibly adjust activities to increase likelihood of the change 
being successful. Learning and reflection practices guide academic and campus leaders in 
evaluating past actions and practices, changing attitudes and values and to gain insight on 
how to adapt and even restructure priorities or processes (Heifetz & Linsky, 2017).   
The Change Path Model, in conjunction with the conceptual framework outlined 
in Chapter 1, provide the scheme and context to describe the approaches to be taken in 
the change process. The following section details an analysis of the needed changes in 
order to increase alignment and coherence in program delivery across campuses. In order 
to examine the changes that are needed more thoroughly, Nadler and Tushman’s (1989; 
1980) Congruence model is embedded throughout the Change Path Model to offer an in-
depth analysis of the organization. The scope of its application is covered in the following 
section. 
Critical Organizational Analysis 
The framework for leading the change outlined in the above section affords a 
process to implement the organizational change.  The organizational analysis contributes 
information to support the change (Cawsey et al., 2016).  Nadler and Tushman’s 
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Congruence model (1989; 1980) provides a conceptual diagram to analyze the college’s 
internal components and their relationship and alignment with its external strategies and 
environment. The Congruence model integrates well into the Change Path Model due to 
its open systems approach to organizational analysis (Cawsey et al., 2016).   
The basis for this model is the belief that an organization’s performance stems 
from the following four components: 1) the work of the organization (tasks); 2) the 
people; 3) the systems and structure (formal organization); and 4) the organizational 
culture (informal organization).   
 
Figure 4. Critical Organizational Analysis - College X Congruence Model.  
Adapted from Nadler and Tushman’s Congruence Model (1989; 1980), as cited in 
Cawsey et al. (2016), p. 69.    
 
Figure 4 refers to the components found in Nadler and Tushman’s (1989; 1980) 
Organizational Congruence model as it relates to this Organizational Improvement Plan.  
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The following pages will detail each component of College X’s critical and systematic 
organizational analysis.  It will describe the alignment with the strategy and desired 
outcomes (Cawsey et al., 2016).  The findings will help to better understand the changes 
that are needed in order to address the challenges around alignment and coherence in 
program delivery across campuses and departments.  
Input Factors  
The input factors are those that influence the organization through the 
consideration of external environment and the organization’s history and resources 
(Nadler & Tushman, 1980; Cawsey et al., 2016).  Chapter 1 provides some context 
around the factors that influence the organization through the PESTE analysis, the 
organizational analysis and the change readiness findings.  In addition, input factors 
include environment, resources, history, and strategy (Nadler & Tushman, 1980). The 
congruence model’s emphasis on a systemic analysis of various components within the 
organization aligns well with systems and complexity theories as these focus on the 
dynamic interactions between different groups and components (Teece, 2018). 
College X is governed and partially funded by the provincial government (MTCU, 
n.d.).  It is required to adhere to provincial policy directives.  Like other provincial public 
postsecondary institutions, College X is required to provide multi-year Strategic Mandate 
Agreements (SMA) which are tied to performance indicators.  Targets provided in the 
SMA can represent up to 60% of government funding (Philipps, 2019).   
Another significant influence and potential challenge is the large geographic area 
served by the college (Fraser & Stott, 2015; Dengerink, 2001).  Through the multiple 
campuses, College X can provide access to many of its programs and services across the 
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province. Industry requirements and workforce demand, community needs and realities, 
and changes in student demographics and expectations are all in constant change and 
evolution.  This can result in each of these groups having specific needs, requirements 
and expectations, which are not always compatible.  Interdisciplinary and inter-campus 
collaboration becomes significantly important to ensure different perspectives and reflect 
different approaches and realities (O’Kane, 2017).  Not all campuses offer the same 
programs and services and many don’t offer full academic programs but rather only 
individual credited courses by way of their continuing education department.  The 
availability of programs and services across multiple campuses increases accessibility but 
the demand for more customized and community or industry-specific models creates 
challenges in its ability to offer all programs and services across all campuses.  Though 
customized programs are developed and offered independently from academic teams, 
they nevertheless may include credited course.  While these programs represent 
additional funding for the college, they are not aligned nor do they provide any coherence 
with existing academic programs and are likely to compete for enrolments and resources 
with regular academic programs (Busch, 2017).   
The input factors form the basis for the analysis of the external environment.  
Also considered are historical factors and resources which inform the implications of 
actions and the strategy for change. In this context, the change strategy involves 
addressing the challenges around alignment and coherence in program delivery across 
campuses.  The next section examines the organizational components that can produce 
the desired outcomes. 
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Components of Transformational Process  
As mentioned earlier, the Congruence model examines four key components 
within the transformation process: tasks, people, and both formal and informal 
organizations (Nadler & Tushman, 1980; Cawsey et al., 2016).   What follows will focus 
on academic program delivery components of the transformational process, in order to 
maintain the focus on the problem of practice.  
Tasks. This component considers the work that is to be done by the organization. 
Academic program delivery demands unique and highly specialized knowledge and skills 
that are appropriate for various responsibilities, be they administrative, support, 
managerial, leading or teaching tasks. Like those employed by all colleges, College X’s 
administrative positions require significant knowledge of policies and procedures 
associated with postsecondary program development, evaluation, delivery.  A strong 
understanding of different shareholder relationships, such as requirements and 
expectations from government, professional bodies and accreditation, faculty and 
collective agreements and student services and supports, are essential.  The majority of 
academic and campus leaders in the academic department are permanent full-time 
employees.  However, most have many responsibilities outside of the academic program 
department, particularly those in regional campuses.  Academic leaders such as deans 
also have additional tasks, but these are generally connected to academic programs and 
include applied research, partnership development and accreditation committees.  Also of 
concern, on one hand, regional campus teams are rewarded and measured mainly on 
financial performance, including enrolment numbers, number of projects and value of 
contracts.  Academic leaders on the other hand, are rewarded and measured primarily on 
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main campus enrolment, program development and accreditation, student success and 
retention.   
People.  The composition and experience of leaders entrusted in program delivery 
in noteworthy. Many of the campus leaders are fairly new to their position. This is true 
for the across all programs and services at the college and most importantly in the post-
secondary sector.   Some academic leaders have been at the college for more than 5 years 
but not necessarily in their current position. This creates some concern regarding the 
preservation of corporate knowledge.  Performance expectations of academic and campus 
leaders are extremely high.  Campus leaders have many projects and priorities unrelated 
to academic programming that can be perceived as competing and conflicting (Birnbaum, 
1991).  Because much importance is attributed to financial performance, community and 
business expertise is sought out when hiring campus leaders.  This is generally not the 
case for academic leaders at the main campus who do not share this burden.  They do 
however have a considerable number of programs and projects to manage and they have 
the responsibility of ensuring academic leadership across all campuses.  All have a 
significant number of direct reports.   
Formal organization. As discussed in Chapter 1, College X’s organizational 
structure is divided into four main sectors, determined by the reporting structure to four 
Vice Presidents: Corporate Services, Academic, Business Development, and Employment 
and Immigration (see Figure 1, page 6).  Though it would appear that these titles clearly 
identify each VP’s portfolios, the matrix model used by the college makes provisions to 
assign to them, save the VP of corporate services, the responsibility to oversee regional 
campuses. Each campus differs in size, in its programs and services that are offers and the 
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site-specific staff that are employed. Each of the leaders has been assigned different roles 
and responsibilities in regards to academic program delivery and some of them have 
academic managers to support them in these activities.  This is a particular challenge for 
the academic department. While the college has adopted a matrix model, Dengerink 
(2001) posits that this structure has “unsatisfactory results” in the postsecondary 
institutions.  Buller (2015) states that in distributed organizations such as College X, 
change management efforts tend to be more resisted.  At the main campus, deans must 
ensure academic delivery for programs within their schools. For the academic 
department, there exists a structured, formal Academic Management Committee (AMC) 
comprised of the Vice President, Academic, academic deans, campus directors and 
academic managers with the mandate to discuss academic issues (College X, [Academic 
Policy Document], 2020).   
Informal organization. College X adheres to a hierarchical structure. However 
there exists some opportunities for consultation, although decision-making and priorities 
are still controlled primarily through the senior management team.  Because of the 
various departments, programs and services, and especially, with the multiple campuses 
spread out across the province, relationships and collaborations are sometimes difficult.  
Organizational culture is significantly different at each campus.  Although the senior 
team, particularly the President, regularly reaffirms the importance of recognizing all 
campuses as “one college”, there are significant differences in how we work between and 
at each of the campuses.  This may require a mixed approach that reflect the diversity of 
realities which is attributed in part to the differences in size, program and services, types 
of stakeholders, and the leadership and history at each campus (Fraser & Stott, 2015).  
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Purpose, values and symbols in the smaller cities and towns in Northern Ontario reflect 
their community’s essence. These communities attach great importance to a local and 
community college, which can sometimes clash with the expectations and image that the 
larger campuses in Southern Ontario seek to display. These different perspectives and 
realities were also identified through strategic planning consultations (College X, 
[Strategic Plan], n.d.). 
Desired Outputs 
 This section examines the desired outputs for College X’s Organizational 
Improvement Plan which focuses on increasing and ensuring alignment and coherence in 
the delivery of academic programs across campuses.  This entails following a common 
direction, committing to implementation and reflection on common strategies and 
approaches, and conveying a common message for all program delivery.  Another desired 
output is coherence in program delivery, where there would be a shared understanding 
and implementation of the purpose, policies, practices, roles and responsibilities around 
program delivery, program standards, learning outcomes and student success. 
Congruence Analysis  
The organization’s performance is based on the congruence between 
transformation processes and their alignment with the external environment and the 
organization’s strategy to reach the desired outputs (Cawsey et al., 2016).  The increase in 
funding constraints, diversified programs and services, changing needs and realities for 
industry, communities and students lead to campus leaders and many of their teams to 
focus their time and priorities on non-academic programs and services (Birnbaum, 1991; 
Baldridge, 1983).  Since the Organizational Improvement Plan focuses mainly on 
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academic program delivery, challenges emerge since campuses have diverging goals and 
priorities and limited time and resources to spend on academic program delivery and 
services to support it.  The lack of resources and differing goals and priorities result in 
challenges around ensuring that program alignment and academic coherence is respected 
and applied across all campuses but often reflects a divergence in the purpose and vision 
of the college.  The multiple responsibilities across various portfolios and the 
geographical realities also result in challenges in communication and collaboration, 
which inevitably contributes to the lack of shared understanding and alignment in 
program delivery (Cramton, 2001). Other incongruences involve the differences and 
inconsistencies throughout all transformation processes due to different formal and 
informal structures, the different types of tasks accomplished at each campus and roles of 
individuals.  The differing roles and responsibilities between campuses can result in 
confusion around expectations and accountability and the ability to establish practices 
and processes that are clearly understood, improved through learning and reflection, and 
which can become part of a shared vision and direction.  
The Congruence model measures how the four components of College X fit 
together and influence each other (Cawsey et al., 2016). The critical organizational 
analysis serves as an important resource to help determine the possible solutions outlined 
in the following section.  
Possible Solutions to Address Problem of Practice 
This section builds on the critical organizational analysis of College X, in relation 
to the challenges around alignment and coherence in academic program delivery across 
STRENGTHENING ACADEMIC LEADERSHIP PRACTICES  
  58 
  
 
 
  
campuses. Three solutions are proposed to address the problem of practice.  For each 
solution, I will describe the intended changes, the advantages and results and the required 
resources for implementation.  I will then examine all three alternatives and choose one 
solution that will be used for the implementation plan in Chapter 3.    
Solution 1: Maintain Status Quo 
One of the possible solutions to address the challenge of alignment and coherence 
in the delivery of academic programs and courses across campuses and department is to 
maintain the status quo. The college has seen significant changes over the last 3 to 5 
years.  As discussed in Chapter 1, the senior management team was completely changed 
approximately three years ago.  All campuses have had some changes in team structure, 
and in many cases, these changes occurred in positions connected to the academic 
department.  As Buller (2015) states, it is important to gain good understanding of the 
values, the culture and history before making a significant change.  While changes may 
seem necessary or obvious to someone coming in, it may be wise to take time to learn 
what is working before trying to make assumptions without gaining a better 
understanding of the reasons certain systems and structures are in place. (Buller, 2015).  
The increase in the number of new employees, some of whom were hired externally, and 
the increase of retirements and people changing roles have contributed to the complexity 
of challenges around program delivery.   
By maintaining the status quo, one assumption is that once people will have 
gained some experience in their roles and trust in the people and practices, that these 
challenges will diminish or disappear.  The key question to support this solution would be 
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to ask whether some practices are failing because they simply don’t work or because 
there are many new people and existing systems are unknown to or misunderstood by 
them. Adaptive leadership suggests that it is necessary to understand what changes should 
build on existing practices and what is unnecessary (Heifetz et al., 2009).  Over the last 
few years, the academic department has incorporated some new practices that will likely 
improve alignment and coherence.  Larger campuses now have academic managers to 
support the campus directors in program delivery and more frequent meetings of the 
Academic management committee (AMC) are held and allow for more information-
sharing and consultation between campus directors and managers and the academic 
department team.  
The advantage of adopting this solution is that it is the less disruptive and does not 
require additional resources or changes.  While maintaining the status quo does not incur 
the need for additional supports and resources, it may represent inefficient use of existing 
resources that would be better used elsewhere.  A comparison of the required resources is 
outlined in the next section (see Table 2). 
Solutions 2: Make Changes to Organizational Structure 
An alternative solution to address the problem of practice is to make changes to 
the organizational structure which would better align academic programming under the 
same reporting structure and department.  As discussed previously, the current 
organizational structure reflects a matrix model with systemic portfolios assigned to 
individual vice-presidents, yet reporting structures are separated and assigned by regions.  
This results in internal dynamics that are generally functional but pose some challenges 
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when there is a need for a shift in priorities, diverging goals, and constant adaptability.  
Groenwald (2018) suggests that the most challenging leadership issues in a multi-campus 
institution are often issues of power, autonomy, communication and culture. With its 
multitude of programs and services and its focus on growth and expansion, regional 
campus leaders are often required to adapt to new demands and seek opportunities as they 
present themselves. Arguably, one of the most challenging parts of the Organizational 
Improvement Plan is maintaining a “one college” approach while recognizing and 
building on each campus’ regional demands, identity and realities and seeking to align 
goals and priorities across the institution.  Fraser and Stott (2015) indicate that structures 
must align well with each campus’ intents and objectives while maintaining coherence 
with the overall institution’s strategies and goals.   
Academic priorities, such as quality, alignment and coherence in program delivery 
are seen as important and necessary by all who are directly connected to postsecondary 
programming.  However, not all training and course delivery is done within the academic 
department.  Other sectors often blend traditional academic courses with customized 
training.  Changes to the organizational structure may be beneficial to increase integration 
and alignment between all academic programs.  While it may be impossible to have all 
campuses reporting to a single department due to its multiple and significantly different 
programs and services, recognizing that all training and course delivery be under the 
academic department may result in increased adaptability, alignment and coherence 
across different programs.  Such an endeavour would require significant time and 
resources for the Human Resources department and management to review job 
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descriptions, reporting structures, roles and responsibilities. A comparison of the required 
resources is outlined in the next section (see Table 2). 
The change may also produce unanticipated additional responsibilities and 
workload for employees. A change to the organizational structure would mean a 
significant change to the college, not only in reporting structure but also through a shift in 
mindset. While incremental changes can be made in a relatively short time, effectively 
integrating teams and developing practices that increase engagement and collaboration 
will require significantly more time. 
Solution 3: Develop a shared and collaborative approach to leadership that focuses 
on strengthening alignment and coherence across campuses 
The third proposed solution is through the implementation of leadership practices 
that can strengthen alignment and coherence in program delivery across campuses.  If 
there are no significant changes planned to the existing organizational structure, there is 
an opportunity for the college to recognize and to focus on informal leadership 
approaches and relationships between all stakeholders. In order to address the problem of 
practice, people will need to work together to “make sense” and “give sense” to current 
practice and how it needs to change, in order to achieve a particular vision for practice” 
(Honig & Hatch, 2004). 
The shared and collaborative approach proposed seeks to transform the conceptual 
framework into a framework that promotes and increased cohesion by the implementation 
of leadership as practice.  The leadership practices in the conceptual framework focus on 
interconnections, interactions and influence between groups.  Firstly, they provide the 
college with practices that build on existing structures and secondly, they provide 
STRENGTHENING ACADEMIC LEADERSHIP PRACTICES  
  62 
  
 
 
  
mechanisms to change how the academic teams and campuses work together.  In 
complex systems such as College X, “systems thinking” can help leaders become more 
adaptive through viewing their organization as a whole, and by seeing the 
“interconnectedness and interdependencies” within the systems (Davis, Dent & Wharff, 
2015, p. 335).  These focus on the implementation of the following practices: context, 
vision, engagement, accountability and learning, as outlined in Chapter 1.  
While each of these practices could be individually implemented and result in 
positive outcomes in addressing the problem of practice, the proposed solution would 
seek to combine the five practices into one model.  This solution would be implemented 
using adaptive, distributed and systems-thinking leadership approaches as their core 
directional focus in order to intentionally inform and support an approach that reflects a 
holistic and systemic model for complex organizations.  Allocating resources for the 
initial implementation of these practices would be important but would not necessarily 
represent additional resources.  Rather, a refocusing of existing time from campus and 
academic leaders towards this approach could suffice.  Required resources and supports 
include costs for training, travel and time for in-person meetings, webconferencing and 
information-sharing tools.  A comparison of the required resources is outlined in the 
following table (see Table 2).  
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Table 2 
Required Supports and Resources by Proposed Solution 
 Solution 1 Solution 2 Solution 3 
Financial No changes Limited short-term costs; 
may require additional 
costs due to new hires to 
support new structure. 
Traveling costs for in-
person meetings;  
Technological No changes No changes Training and support on use 
of information and 
collaborative tools. 
Information No changes More training may be 
required and tools for 
information-sharing and 
collaboration 
Information tools to share 
policies and procedures, 
tools for collaboration 
Human 
Resources 
No changes Would require review of 
all positions, 
organizational chart, shift 
between reporting 
structures; may require 
changes to existing 
positions or new roles. 
No additional costs; would 
require clarifying priorities, 
roles and responsibilities of 
all academic and campus 
teams. 
Time No changes Would require a 
significant amount of 
time to implement and 
institutionalize. 
Allocating of time to 
academic and campus teams 
to participate in activities 
and meetings 
 
Analysis of Potential Solutions  
This section examines the three proposed solutions to address the problem of 
practice.  It considers the benefits and potential outcomes, the likelihood of success and 
actionable implementation within my current role.   
Solution 1.  The critical organizational analysis in the previous section, as well as 
other organizational context found in the previous chapter demonstrates that changes are 
needed in order to address the challenges around alignment and coherence in program 
delivery.   Additionally, while challenges around academic program delivery have 
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increased recently, it is not a new problem.  In fact, the changes in positions have been an 
opportunity to identify challenges that were often unknown.  As new managers are likely 
to have more questions about processes and policies, their questioning has helped and 
will continue to help the academic teams to gain knowledge of specific examples of 
misalignment and incoherence in program delivery.  Therefore, maintaining the status 
quo does not seem like a viable solution to address the problem of practice.  
Solution 2.  College X is expected to be more flexible and quickly adapt to 
respond to the constantly changing needs of industry and community.  It must be 
proactive and innovative in order to maintain or increase programs and services to 
respond to these new realities while also maintaining high standards for existing 
programs and services. Therefore, leaders must encourage its members to create 
innovative measures to increase shared knowledge, openness and awareness of problems 
and seek innovative solutions (Barnard & Van der Merwe, 2016).   While some changes 
to the organizational structure may be beneficial, the complexity of a complete shift in the 
organizational structure seems highly unlikely, if we consider the results from the change 
readiness assessment.  Furthermore, an institutional change of this magnitude would not 
be possible in my role as it would need to involve all senior management in the process. 
Solution 3.  This solution builds on the four key priorities from the leadership-
focused vision for change in Chapter 1: 1) create a shared vision and direction; 2) 
increase adaptability through engagement and collaboration; 3) increase accountability; 
and 4) create a culture of organizational learning. It would allow the college to change the 
focus from individual actions and knowledge towards a more collective and collaborative 
model of work which is more reflective of a multi-campus college (Spillane, 2006).   
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The implementation of the third solution, the development of a shared and 
collaborative approach to leadership that focuses on strengthening alignment and 
coherence across campuses, seems to be the most likely solution to be successful, as it is 
achievable and realistic in my current position.  Since it considers more informal 
leadership and influence, it could be integrated in my own leadership practices and 
become the leadership framework used for academic program delivery of all programs 
within my scope of responsibility.  The next section offers the transformation of the 
conceptual framework detailed previously as the model to be used in order to achieve the 
outcomes of the proposed solution.  
Cohesive, Collaborative and Adaptive Leadership Framework  
The cohesive, collaborative and adaptive (CCA) leadership framework, illustrated 
in Figure 5, combines the concepts outlined in the proposed solution for the development 
of a shared and collaborative approach to leadership that focuses on strengthening 
alignment and coherence across campuses. This framework provides College X with a 
model that is adaptive, collaborative and focuses on the college through a systems 
thinking and complex organizational perspective.  Marion and Uhl-Bien (2001) consider 
the complexity theory as a way to change complex organizations such as postsecondary 
institutions that are traditionally functionalists or bureaucratic with interconnected 
systems and structures that are more dynamic and adaptive. When systems are understood 
as whole systems, attention is given to the relationship or connectedness between the 
parts and not only through simple cause and effect (Wheatley, 2006). “Systems thinking 
offers a potential means to help leaders respond to growing organizational complexities 
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and move leadership to a more adaptive model better suited to today’s organization” 
(Davis et al., 2015, p. 335). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 5.  Cohesive, Collaborative and Adaptive (CCA) Leadership Framework.  
Adaptation of the conceptual framework to represent a dynamic and 
interconnected approach to strengthen collective leadership practices between 
campuses and departments. 
 
Figure 5 reflects the combination and connections of leadership approaches and 
leadership practices to support and enhance alignment and coherence in program delivery 
across campuses. The choice of circles and arrows is used to demonstrate the dynamic 
relationship between each practice and the continuous process and interconnectivity that 
exists between them. The use of the framework as a PDSA-style (Plan-Do-Study-Act) 
approach aims to create a cycle that can be adaptable and focus on continuous 
improvement (Taylor, McNicolas, Nicolay, Darzi, Bell & Reed, 2014).  Although each 
practice is important and can be considered useful individually, the framework was 
developed to integrate these five practices in order to provide a model that reflects 
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leadership approaches and strategies that are complementary and interrelated.  The circle 
around the framework represents the holistic lens of the framework.  It consists of dashes 
rather than a full circle to represent the need to recognize external environmental factors 
in the process.  Furthermore, although the framework was developed specifically for this 
Organizational Improvement Plan, it can easily be adapted and applied in other complex 
organizational contexts.  In all improvement plans there is an inherent obligation to 
consider ethical issues that it may cause. The following section will examine such issues 
in more detail.   
Leadership Ethics and Organizational Change Issues 
 This section examines the ethical considerations and challenges that must be 
considered throughout the change process of the Organizational Improvement Plan.  
While there exist connections between ethics and values, ethical considerations must also 
be examined in the context of decision-making and through judging the appropriateness 
of our actions and behaviours (Northouse, 2016; Lawton & Páez, 2014; Burnes, 2009).  
These considerations depend on principles and values that support, recognize and respect 
others’ perceptions and assumptions (Bowen, Bessette & Chan, 2006). They are 
structured in terms of “principles, procedures, and actions that govern, shape, regulate, 
and guide transactions, especially with external bodies, collaborators, and partners” 
(Elliott, 2015, p. 310).  By addressing the challenges around alignment and coherence in 
program delivery across campuses and departments through the leadership approaches 
and the framework for leading change detailed earlier in this chapter, the aim is to have 
academic and campus leaders work together to create a shared understanding, vision and 
commitment of decision-making and actions for academic program delivery.  
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The complex organizational structure and the challenges of regionally-dispersed 
campuses of College X will demand careful attention to ethical behaviours, to the 
creation and preservation of healthy relationships between campuses, departments and 
teams (Lawton & Páez, 2014).  As mentioned earlier, campus leaders have competing 
goals and priorities which may lead to different viewpoints and perceptions. Each stage 
of the change process will require honest, transparent discussions about assumptions and 
understandings in order for stakeholders to recognize, acknowledge and be willing to 
respect differences in priorities and opinions, a fundamental part of ethical leadership 
(Bowen et al., 2006).  However, this will also require academic and campus leaders to 
build trust and engagement to achieve the change process and the commitments required 
from all teams (Dirks & Ferrin, 2001). 
As examined in Chapter 1 and through the critical organizational analysis, the 
roles and expectations of each and every leader at College X can influence the perception 
of what is expected in terms of performance, responsibilities and priorities. For example, 
academic deans are expected and measured primarily on program quality, student 
success, faculty support and engagement; and, only recently have we been specifically 
measured on enrolment numbers.  On the other hand, campus directors are primarily 
measured on numbers such as student enrolment numbers, financial targets for training 
and external contracts.  Heifetz et al. (2009) suggest that systems are as they are because 
people want it that way.  “… [If] the system as a whole has decided to live with the gap 
between the espoused value and the current reality, the value in practice, [then] closing 
the gap would be more painful to the dominant coalition than living with it” (Heifetz et 
al., 2009, p. 18).  In order for the change process to be successful, it must be accepted and 
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supported by all academic and campus teams.  The ethical change process must be made 
through a “democratic-participative learning process” (Burnes, 2009, p. 375), a process 
that is reflected throughout this Organizational Improvement Plan.  
Northouse (2016) identifies five principles of ethical leaders: 1) respects others; 2) 
serves others; 3) shows justice; 4) manifests honesty; and 5) builds community.  If the 
proposed changes are misaligned with the values of College X’s leaders, it will be 
challenging to implement these changes. Many stages of the change process will require 
collaboration, engagement and collective work.  The three leadership approaches, namely 
adaptive, distributed and system-thinking leadership, all focus on leadership practices and 
principles between people and groups rather than individual leaders and formal titles 
(Gronn, 2002; 2010; Heifetz et al., 2009; Spillane, 2006; Heifetz, 1994;). All processes 
within the framework detailed in Figure 5 strive to develop a shared and collaborative 
approach to leadership in order to strengthening alignment and coherence across 
campuses.  This is achieved through context, vision, engagement, accountability and 
learning and requires that leaders be cognizant of them throughout the different 
processes.  In my role as academic dean, I can reinforce the organizational values and 
ethics that will set the tone around culture, engagement and priorities for program 
delivery. 
This Organizational Improvement Plan is based on values and principles that 
encourage ethical leadership.  Throughout the previous sections, consideration is given to 
relationships, engagement, learning and actions that reflect a common focus and shared 
approach to leading in order to strengthen academic program delivery through leadership 
approaches that are participative, shared and collaborative.  Consequently, recognizing 
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the necessary commitment to ethical behaviours and principles, as those outlined by 
Northouse (2016) will be helpful in achieving the goals within the Organizational 
Improvement Plan.  
The main goal of the Organizational Improvement Plan is to increase alignment 
and coherence of academic program delivery across campuses and departments.  
Understanding the leadership ethics and organizational change issues is necessary 
throughout the change process.  Academic and campus leaders must consider leadership 
ethics as necessary and crucial, not only in the implementation of this Organizational 
Improvement Plan, but through all interactions and decisions as leaders. 
Conclusion 
This chapter focused on the planning and development of the leadership 
framework for change.  Cawsey et al.’s (2016) Change Path Model, combined with the 
conceptual framework provides a comprehensive change process for the Organizational 
Improvement Plan. Furthermore, this chapter outlined three possible solutions to address 
the challenges pertaining to alignment and coherence in program delivery across 
campuses.  Using data from the critical organizational analysis, the readiness findings and 
other organizational information, the implementation of the cohesive, collaborative and 
adaptive leadership framework was determined to be the best solution.  The 
implementation plan, including the change process monitoring and evaluation, and the 
communication plan, are detailed in Chapter 3.  
  
STRENGTHENING ACADEMIC LEADERSHIP PRACTICES  
  71 
  
 
 
  
Chapter 3: Implementation, Evaluation, and Communication 
Chapter 3 provides a plan for implementing, monitoring, and communicating the 
Organizational Improvement Plan.  The first section of this chapter presents the strategy 
for change, the implementation plan, its goals and strategies and the change process 
which address the challenges around alignment and coherence in program delivery across 
campuses and departments.  The implementation process is aligned with the Change Path 
Model, discussed in Chapter 2, and offers potential challenges and limitations. 
Furthermore, this chapter examines the monitoring and evaluation process used to track 
and assess change and progress in the implementation plan.  It connects the CCA 
leadership framework and leadership approaches to the change process and details 
metrics, tools and methods to evaluate and monitor all stages of the plan.  The plan to 
communicate the need for change and the change process are discussed in the next 
session.  Using the Change Path Model and communication stages proposed by Cawsey 
et al. (2016), a communication plan outlines the goals, frequency and method to 
communicate to different stakeholders.  The final section articulates the next steps and 
future considerations.    
Change Implementation Plan 
The change implementation plan outlines the change process to implement a 
leadership approach that strengthens and enhances leadership practices in order to 
increase alignment and coherence in program delivery across campuses and departments 
at College X based on the solution selected and detailed in Chapter 2.  The 
implementation plan outlines goals and priorities for change that connect with the 
organizational analysis results detailed in the previous chapters in order to provide 
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context and strategies and alignment with organizational strategies.  It follows the Change 
Path Model (Cawsey et al., 2016) in its approach and process, and aligns with the 
theoretical and conceptual framework, which focuses on a systems and complexity theory 
perspective as well as adaptive, distributed and systems-thinking leadership approaches.  
The CCA Leadership framework embeds the goals and practices as a holistic and 
cohesive model to successfully address the challenges around alignment and coherence.  
Solution for Change 
 In order to address the challenges around alignment and coherence in program 
delivery across campuses, the Organizational Improvement Plan seeks to implement a 
leadership approach that strengthens and enhances leadership practices that integrate 
adaptive, collaborative and collective approaches.  The strategy for change is the 
development of a cohesive, collaborative and adaptive (CCA) leadership framework that 
supports and focuses on a systems approach that engages all campuses involved in 
program delivery at College X.   The CCA framework will be implemented using Cawsey 
et al.’s (2016) Change Path Model.  Davis et al. (2015) posit that practices which are 
done systematically, and which included coordination, engaged multiple stakeholders and 
aligned systems are most effective.  The implementation strategy for change will 
therefore focus on involving stakeholders from all campuses in order to increase 
engagement, collaboration and participation (Northouse, 2016; Daft, 2011; Wheatley, 
2006; Heifetz, 1994).  
Overarching Goal.   The Organizational Improvement Plan focuses on one 
overarching goal: to enhance academic practices through the implementation of a 
cohesive and collaborative leadership framework in order to strengthen alignment and 
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coherence of program delivery across campuses.  This goal will be measured through 
regular monitoring and review of success factors, milestones, benchmarks and various 
progress and success indicators.   This implementation plan and its goals are for delivery 
of programs within the scope of my responsibility. Resources are currently in place for 
program delivery but would require additional supports to implement certain components 
of the overall implementation plan.  College X has recently launched its new strategic 
plan which focuses on key priorities that encourage student mobility between campuses 
in order to complete their program of study (College X, [Strategic Plan], n.d.). The 
strategic plan will benefit from using a framework that supports and strengthens 
leadership practices across campuses, particularly to improve alignment and coherence in 
program delivery.   
Some of the anticipated outcomes from implementing this leadership framework 
include: 1) campus leadership is informed, engaged, accountable and committed to 
working collaboratively with academic leadership in order to increase alignment and 
coherence of program delivery across campuses; 2) a culture of collaboration and 
learning is developed and supported across campuses and academic teams; and 3) tools 
and resources are developed, accessible and used across campuses for information-
sharing, collaboration, learning and continuous improvement.    
The full implementation of the leadership framework is expected to take 3 years.  
The implementation plan is based on an anticipated start in Fall 2020 and a completion 
date of Fall 2023.  The following section will set out the implementation plan and clarify 
its goals and priorities while confirming its alignments within each stage of the change 
process.  Appendix A provides a detailed plan of the goals and priorities, implementation 
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process and limitations, the required resources and the timeline for each stage of the 
change process.  
Change Strategy and the OIP Conceptual Framework 
Each practice found in the conceptual framework presented in Chapter 2, can be 
implemented separately and can improve alignment and coherence in program delivery 
across campuses.  The framework provides a process that demonstrates the connection 
and flow between practices and takes into account the need for adaptability, flexibility 
and a collective leadership approach.  This process is achieved through a theoretical 
framework that is founded on systems and complexity theories as well as adaptive, 
systems-thinking and distributed leadership.   
Firstly, the implementation plan sets out strategies that will drive each practice and 
eventually build on a more holistic approach to collaboration and cohesion.  To do so, it 
relies on engaging all stakeholders and focusing on introducing leadership practices and 
strategies that reconcile the theoretical and conceptual frameworks used throughout the 
Organizational Improvement Plan. Each individual practice is introduced without 
competing notions in order to demonstrate the importance and value of each of them.  
The intention is to demonstrate the connections and benefits of a framework that uses 
multiple approaches focused on building a holistic and systemic model.  In this manner, 
practices are more likely to be sustainable and institutionalized (Kezar, 2014; Gronn, 
2010; Bolman and Deal, 2007). As new strategies are implemented and stakeholders 
become more engaged and involved in the organizational improvement, it is expected that 
momentum will build towards attaining the overarching goal of providing the academic 
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leadership team with new leadership practices that will then be institutionalized into the 
use of the cohesive leadership framework. 
Implementation Stages 
The implementation plan outlines six goals with an intent to reach an overarching 
goal of implementing the cohesive, collaborative and adaptive (CCA) leadership 
framework (see Figure 6). While the implementation process for each goal is different, 
some common actions connect the implementation plan, the theoretical and conceptual 
framework and the leadership approaches which become the guiding practices throughout 
the strategy for change.  The implementation process includes some components of each 
of the five practices: context, vision, collaboration, accountability and learning, as 
previously identified in Chapter 2.   
Figure 6. Implementation plan goals and priorities to achieve the overarching goal 
to implement a cohesive, collaborative and adaptive (CCA) leadership framework 
and their position as it relates to Cawsey et al.’s (2016) Change Path Model.  
 
The implementation plan follows the four stages found in Cawsey et al.’s (2016) 
Change-Path model: 1) awakening; 2) mobilization; 3) acceleration; and 4) 
institutionalization; in order to gradually develop the systems and structures that will 
increase the likelihood of success in addressing the challenges around alignment and 
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coherence of program delivery across campuses.  Appendix A provides a detailed plan 
and process for implementing these goals, leading to the implementation of the CCA 
leadership framework. Figure 6 demonstrates the alignments between the goals and the 
four stages of the Change Path Model. 
Stage one: Awakening. The first stage in the Cawsey et al.’s (2016) Change Path 
Model, Awakening, focuses on creating awareness and communicating the need for 
change as well as the vision and direction of the desired outcomes which would result 
from the change.  It must demonstrate why the change needs to take place and how it will 
benefit stakeholders (Cawsey et al., 2016; Buller, 2015; Bridges, 2009). The critical 
organizational analysis demonstrates that there are incongruencies between priorities, 
goals and the vision and direction of College X.  Different formal and informal structures 
as well as competing goals, demands and priorities must be tackled in order for all 
stakeholders to understand the relevance and benefits of alignment and coherence in 
academic program delivery; they will need to see why the change is significant for all 
campuses and their roles and responsibilities in contributing to the vision for change  
around alignment and coherence in program delivery (Groenwald, 2018; Davis et al., 
2015; Cramton, 2001).  In this stage of the implementation plan, two key goals are 
identified: 1) to create awareness of the importance of alignment and coherence in 
program delivery across campuses; and 2) to create a common understanding or 
interconnections and interrelations across campuses and between departments. 
One of the goals for the change strategy focuses on creating awareness of the 
importance of alignment and coherence in program delivery across campuses. It seeks to 
confirm the need for change, to identify the challenges around alignment and coherence 
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in program delivery and to determine the gaps between the current situation and the 
desired outcome (Buller, 2015; Kezar, 2014).   This goal involves bringing together 
academic and campus leaders in order to better understand the problem, understand the 
implementation plan and process, discuss existing assumptions, challenges and 
perceptions and establish strategies to work collaboratively on the implementation plan, 
the change process (Davis et al., 2015).  It also includes the initial stages of 
communicating and sharing information around the need for change, the plan and change 
process. The implementation process for this goal will necessitate a committed and 
actively engaged Academic Management Committee. 
The second goal in the awakening stage of the change process targets the 
establishment of a common understanding of interconnections and interrelations between 
campuses and departments will be necessary in this stage of the change process (Davis et 
al., 2015; Uhl-Bien & Marion, 2009).  It will require that academic and campus leaders 
identify a shared understanding of values and assumptions around program delivery, 
including agreeing on a common language, defining relationships and connections and 
explore strategies and priorities (Schein, 2017; Amey, 2005).  This will be an important 
step in building a clear understanding of the purpose, the change and the vision given that 
the college has seen significant changes in its leadership team over the last few years. 
“While language itself does not necessarily determine practice, it does contribute to 
meanings and expectations of whom and what it values” (Anderson, 2011, p. 337).  This 
will move the change strategy forward and ensure that all stakeholders actively 
participate and feel engaged in the change process (Davis et al., 2015; Buller, 2015; 
Wheatly, 2006).  
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Stage two: Mobilization. The second stage in the Cawsey et al.’s (2016) Change 
Path Model, mobilization, focuses on identifying the vision for change by defining the 
gap between the current and the desired state.  In this stage, academic and campus leaders 
gain a better understanding of systems and structures that exist or are required to support 
alignment and coherence in program delivery.  They are involved in understanding that 
their role in program delivery is one of action rather than simple support of the decision-
making process (Kezar, 2014).  Fullan and Quinn (2016) explain that a set of activities 
and structures need to be used or implemented in order to help achieve a change process.  
In this stage, my focus is on developing a shared vision for program delivery and 
integrating the systems and structures required to reach this vision (Cawsey et al., 2016). 
This stage will also require that I focus on building a culture of collaboration in order to 
support relationship dynamics that can adapt and support the strategies for change 
(Dailey-Hebert & Dennis, 2015).   
The desired goal for this stage is the development of a shared vision for program 
delivery that rests on an explicit agreement for a shared direction and a clear 
understanding of direction, key priorities, challenges and opportunities to support and 
increase alignment and coherence in program delivery.  It will be my responsibility to 
make certain that these align with the college’s strategic priorities and that they resonate 
true throughout the college, and across all campuses and departments (Groenwald, 2018; 
Brown, 2013).  College X’s strategic plan focuses on priorities around student mobility, 
on quality in program delivery and on community needs (College X, [Strategic Plan], 
n.d.).  The complexity of the multiple campuses in a regionally dispersed and 
heterogeneous populations will require adaptation, especially in change efforts.  As such, 
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collaborative work and recognition of the need for an adaptive leadership approach by 
both academic and campus leadership is essential to assure mobilization, engagement and 
commitment from all stakeholders (Heifetz, 2004). The development of a shared vision 
across campuses and departments will help the college’s academic and campus leaders to 
actively communicate a common message.  They can model it through actions that 
empower and motivate their teams toward that same vision (Kantabutra & Avery, 2010). 
Stage three: Acceleration. This stage of the change process is focused on 
planning and implementation.   The first two stages focused on the need for change, and 
the development of a shared vision for change.  This stage of the change process involves 
applying the knowledge and information from these previous steps to establish an action 
plan (Cawsey et al., 2016).  During this step in the change process, I will work with the 
academic, campus and senior leadership teams in order to clearly define the shared 
vision, common goals and actions in order to fully implement the cohesive, collaborative 
and adaptive (CCA) leadership framework.   
One specific goal in this stage of the change process focuses on the integration of 
information-sharing processes and tools for sharing and collaboration.  While at College 
X there exists systems, policies and procedures for program delivery, the complexity and 
depth of information can be daunting.  The implementation of a community of practice 
will support leadership development and create practices and routines that will provide 
academic and campus teams with opportunities for growth and learning (Spillane, 2006).  
It will bring stakeholders together to share knowledge and experiences and will afford 
them opportunities to provide or receive support or guidance, to create a community and 
to facilitate the exchange of information, policies and practices around shared goals and 
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vision (Preece, 2004).  This practice can promote collaboration, communication and 
develop and foster cross-campus and cross-functional teams who work across the college 
(Davis et al., 2015; Kezar, 2014).  In addition to building a community of practice, this 
process will also include the development of an electronic platform that is shared and 
accessible to centralize information and to support and enhance virtual collaboration 
between teams and individuals across campuses and departments (Fisher & Fisher, 2011; 
2001).  Wijngaards-de Meij and Merx (2018) propose that making curriculum 
information, mapping and other data accessible and visible to all stakeholders provides a 
common tool that supports better communication and increases opportunities to improve 
alignment and coherence.  The implementation of a cohesive and integrated framework 
supports a more collective approach to leadership between academic and campus teams.  
It will increase engagement and collaboration across departments and services in order to 
improve coherent program delivery (Davis et al., 2015). 
The implementation phase will involve putting into effect ideas, practices and 
activities to increase alignment and coherence in program delivery across campuses and 
departments (Fullan & Quinn, 2016).  As discussed in Chapter 2, this framework 
provides a systems and holistic approach to program delivery that is focused on the 
following practices: context, vision, engagement, accountability and learning.  Therefore, 
this step concerns the specific goals and actions outlined in the implementation plan (see 
Appendix A), and integrates the CCA leadership framework. 
Stage four: Institutionalization. This final stage of the change process involves 
the institutionalization of the change within College X.  At this point, the CCA leadership 
framework should be well understood and supported across academic and campus 
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leadership teams as well as with the senior leadership team (Cawsey et al., 2016).  
Practices within the framework provide direction and means to support alignment and 
coherence in program delivery across campuses and departments.  This stage involves 
tracking and measuring changes while reviewing and analyzing the previous stages of the 
implementation plan in order to adjust, realign or integrate new strategies to support the 
implementation of the CCA leadership framework.  This stage involves two specific 
goals: 1) measure and assess the CCA leadership framework and its progress in 
increasing alignment and coherence of program delivery across campuses and 
departments; and 2) develop a network improvement community focused on continuous 
improvement using the newly implemented CCA leadership framework.  
Assessing and measuring the CCA leadership framework and its progress to 
increase alignment and coherence of program delivery across campuses goes beyond 
actions and results of individual leaders towards a more collective model (Spillane, 
2006).  To assess the change process and the effectiveness of the implementation plan 
and its strategies, including the practices found in the CCA leadership framework will 
require that benchmark indicators be developed and used as indicators of the progress and 
effectiveness of the change plan.  Rather than adopting a leader-centric approach often 
used to measure the impact and actions of leadership models, the theoretical and 
conceptual frameworks used and referenced throughout this Organizational Improvement 
Plan must be considered in evaluating and measuring the change plan. (Jones, Harvey, 
Hamilton, Bevacqua, Egea & McKenzie, 2017).  The tools for measuring and evaluating 
the change process will focus primarily on the leadership practices outlined in the CCA 
leadership framework: context, vision, engagement, accountability and learning.  
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Furthermore, it will be important that I help people understand and see the changes that 
are happening throughout the process and assist to identify key milestones and benefits 
resulting from the change process (O’Hara et al., 2007). These measures will be 
discussed in further details in the next section. 
The last goal of this implementation plan and serving as the last stage of the 
change process is the development of a network improvement community (NIC) that 
accentuates and promotes ongoing and continuous improvement using the newly 
implemented CCA leadership framework.  The role of the NIC should promote a 
consistent and proactive strategy to maintain and increase leadership practices for 
program delivery across campuses (Barnard & Van der Merwe, 2016) as well as address 
other problems of practice, encourage collaboration and stakeholder engagement in 
testing, and identify possible solutions across campuses and departments (Bryk, Gomez, 
Grunow, & LeMahieu, 2015).  Academic and campus leaders will need to encourage and 
engage their teams in order to create learning processes and innovative measures that will 
increase shared knowledge and openness and awareness of problems and seek innovative 
solutions (Bernard & Van der Merwe, 2016).  The creation of a network improvement 
community will support a learning culture and provide momentum in the 
institutionalization stage of the CCA leadership framework. 
Potential Implementation Challenges and Limitations 
I anticipate the following two areas as challenges that will require particular 
attention: 1) recognition of the need for change; and 2) priorities and accountability.  As 
discussed in the previous chapters and in the Readiness Dimensions Scores (see Table 1), 
while the academic team recognizes and acknowledges the need for better alignment and 
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cohesion across campuses and departments, campus leaders may not fully grasp the 
extent of its importance and relevance in their work.  The awakening stage will be of 
utmost significance in ensuring that there is a common understanding of alignment and 
coherence in program delivery across campuses and that the desired outcomes are well 
understood and communicated.  In order to maintain buy-in and engagement across 
campuses, I can demonstrate the need and relevance for coherence and alignment.  The 
issue will lie in ensuring that others understand and agree with the importance and 
legitimacy of the change strategy (Cawsey et al., 2016; Buller, 2015; Bridges, 2006).   
The second challenge is specific to the organizational structure.  As mentioned, 
there are significant differences between roles, responsibilities and priorities across 
campuses and departments; campus directors and department managers and academic 
leaders often have competing priorities (Baldridge, 1983).  Challenges in the 
implementation process could stem from conflicting priorities.  While there are some 
common responsibilities, other departments may be required to prioritize activities that 
are not associated with those in the scope of this work.  
The scope of the solution to this OIP is specifically limited to my role and agency.  
As discussed in Chapter 1, College X’s organizational structure, is such that none of the 
campus teams report directly to the academic department.  As an academic dean, I have 
the responsibility to ensure academic quality of my Faculty’s programs across all 
campuses.  My impact on campus directors and their teams, including faculty, will be 
largely dependent on efforts consistent with the plan.  As such, the plan is limited to the 
scope of programs that are within my Faculty. Within the existing structure, this must be 
done primarily through influential rather than positional leadership.  Consequently, it will 
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be important to closely align my leadership approach to the three leadership approaches 
embedded throughout this Organizational Improvement Plan: adaptive, systems-thinking 
and distributed leadership, which emphasize informal, rather than formal authority (Davis 
et al., 2015; Gronn, 2010, 2002; Heifetz, 2009, 2004, 1994). Nonetheless, the change 
process will require full commitment from all academic and campus leadership and teams 
(Laverentz & Kumm, 2017).    
These challenges demonstrate the need for the resources identified in the previous 
section (see Table 2).  The development and integration of information-sharing tools and 
the allocation of time between leaders will help reduce the likelihood of these challenges 
to influence a positive outcome to the change process.  The identification of potential 
implementation challenges and limitations will be of value to efficiently and successfully 
pinpoint specific areas that will need monitoring throughout the implementation process.  
The next section offers details of tools and measures that will be used to monitor and 
track progress and change.  
Change Process Monitoring and Evaluation 
Meadows (2008) defines systems as interconnected elements that are organized in 
such a way as to achieve a goal or change. The first section of this chapter addressed the 
initial stages of the implementation plan.  It set out individual practices as goals that will 
result in achieving the overarching goal, that of alignment and coherence in program 
delivery across campuses and departments.  To that end, the implementation of the CCA 
leadership framework becomes an interconnection of leadership practices that, as a 
process, offers a holistic and systemic model to achieve this goal.   
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This section looks at the CCA leadership framework as a process that engages 
stakeholders in a practical action-evaluation-adjustment cycle similar to that of a Plan-
Do-Study-Act model (Parsons & Krenn, 2018).   I will provide a connection between the 
framework, the leadership impacts and outcomes and the tools and methods to be used in 
order to track, measure and evaluate the change process and implementation plan. 
CCA Leadership Framework as a Process 
The cohesive, collaborative and adaptive (CCA) leadership framework provides a 
model for continuity and adaptability to the change process in order to address the 
challenges around alignment and coherence in program delivery across campuses and 
departments.  Each goal introduces a leadership practice connected to the framework: 
context, vision, collaboration, accountability and learning (see Figure 7).   
Figure 7. CCA leadership framework – leadership practices as a process for 
evaluating and monitoring goals in the implementation plan. 
 
The CCA leadership framework combines the theoretical framework, the 
leadership approaches and the practices reflected throughout the first two chapters.  I 
chose to develop this framework as a process that can provide a model for individual 
situations or problem-solving but also as a framework that promotes collaborative and 
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collective leadership, which is necessary in the context of College X. It is a framework 
that encompasses the continuity and connections between all these practices and theories 
in order to facilitate and promote leadership strategies that focus on collaboration, 
adaptability and systems thinking.      
Once individual goals have reached the initial desired outcomes, they now 
become a part of the overarching model. They meld into a long-term approach aimed at 
maintaining collective leadership practices that will continue to address the challenges 
around program coherence across campuses.  Although each practice is important and can 
be considered a useful tool individually, the framework was developed to merge these 
five practices in order to provide a model that reflects leadership approaches and 
strategies that are complementary and interrelated.   The relationship between the 
different practices may not always be reflected through a methodical, linear process and 
the order may vary depending on the action or strategy.  It will be important that all 
stakeholders view and understand the framework as one that is practical and focused on 
an iterative and adaptive process (Parsons & Krenn, 2018).   
This framework provides College X with a model that is adaptive, collaborative 
and focused on the college by way of a systems thinking and complex organizational 
perspective. The framework becomes an engaging social process that supports 
interactive, collective leadership and influence.  In my role as an academic leader, such a 
social endeavour serves as a compass and reminder of collective strategies and practices 
which are crucial.  The interrelated actions and shared understanding and collective 
processes support system and organizational thinking rather than individual leader-centric 
approaches (Drath, McCauley, Palus, Van Velsor, O’Connor and McGuire, 2008).  As a 
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continuous improvement framework, it can be used as an action-evaluation-adjustment 
cycle, similar to other change models that focus on iterative frameworks (Parsons & 
Krenn, 2018).   
Leadership Impacts and Outcomes 
 Drath et al. (2008) posit that direction, alignment and commitment are outcomes 
that indicate the occurrence of leadership.  These are defined as: 1) direction: agreement 
on a shared goals and vision; 2) alignment: coordination of information, knowledge and 
work; and 3) commitment: engagement in the collective benefit and interest (Drath et al., 
2008).  Jones et al. (2017) propose that we should measure and understand impact and 
influence rather than individual performance and organizational key performance 
indicators.  Furthermore, Marathe, Balasubramanian and Singhal (2017) suggest that 
measuring leadership outcomes reflects a better evaluation of the actions and strategies 
and would be better to evaluate and measure the integration and relevance of the CCA 
leadership framework.   
In the implementation plan and change process, academic and campus leaders must 
function within the larger college community in order to improve alignment and 
coherence in program delivery.  Therefore, measuring the outcomes, influence and 
impact align well with the theoretical and conceptual framework as well as the leadership 
approaches for this Organizational Improvement Plan as it focuses on systemic and 
collective leadership and outcomes.    
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Tools and Methods 
In using a similar approach to Jones et al.’s (2017) benchmarking framework, I 
attributed benchmarking evaluation measures to study the evolution of the five practices 
found in the CCA leadership framework (see Figure 7): context, vision, engagement, 
accountability and learning. These benchmarks provide measurable criteria for each 
practice which academic and campus leaders and teams can use to evaluate their actions, 
impact and outcomes and those of their team members (Jones et al., 2017). The 
theoretical and conceptual framework and its collective and shared outputs and actions 
upholds the application of the CCA framework to the Organizational Improvement Plan.  
Jones et al. (2017) indicate that evaluating leadership approaches that are more 
holistic, such as the CCA leadership framework (see Figure 7), requires measures that are 
more consistent with the principles of these leadership approaches and that recognize “the 
extent of impact and influence of multiple spheres and stakeholders” (Jones et al., 2017, 
p. 2018). The use of benchmarks for each of the practices found in the leadership 
framework will be useful in order to gain tangible data to measure the outcomes of the 
change and to help better understand areas that need to be adjusted.  The detailed 
implementation plan (see Appendix A) provides implementation processes, resources and 
identifies stakeholders for each goal and its activities. The benchmarks, tools and 
methods (see Table 3) are referenced throughout the implementation process to track 
progress in order to review, revise and adapt them in a timely manner. 
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Table 3.  
CCA Leadership Framework Benchmarks and Measurement Tools. 
Practice Benchmarks Measurement Tool 
Context Common understanding on 
terms and language; 
Agreement on the purpose, 
policies and directives; 
Understanding of connections 
and relationships 
Committee meetings 
Terms of reference 
Identification of common 
communication tools 
Vision Common understanding and 
commitment to the academic 
direction, strategies and 
approaches; 
Perception of a clear 
connection between academic 
vision and the overall 
organizational strategy  
Committee meetings 
Activities or forums for 
feedback and discussion 
Priorities are identified, 
detailed and communicated 
Collaboration Knowledge of where to find 
course resources and program 
information; 
Regular contacts to share and 
discuss about academic 
department information 
Information about programs 
and program delivery is openly 
shared across campuses 
Committee meetings 
Activities or forums for 
feedback and discussion 
Community of practice 
Electronic platform  
Accountability Policies, processes, standards 
of practice are followed and 
goals are met;  
Common understanding of 
roles and responsibilities, or 
know where to find 
information; 
People are transparent, open 
and there is a sense of trust 
between teams/campuses to 
accomplish expected results 
Committee meetings and 
program advisory committees 
Clear outline of roles and 
responsibilities, detailed and 
communicated 
Annual year-end meetings 
Actions plans 
Information available on 
electronic platform  
Learning Awareness and availability of 
training opportunities and 
supports across all campuses; 
Regular review areas for 
improvement, problems and 
Committee meetings 
Activities or forums for 
feedback and discussion 
Priorities are identified, 
detailed and communicated 
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challenges and consult for new 
ideas and input; 
Opportunities to provide 
feedback and adopt new 
approaches, discuss new ideas 
and adapt 
Annual year-end post-mortem 
review 
Network Improvement 
Community (NIC) 
 
In addition to using the benchmarks to measure and evaluate the impact and 
outcomes from the Organizational Improvement Plan referred to in Table 3, the CCA 
Leadership Framework can also be used to monitor and evaluate the progress for each 
individual goal.  The use of benchmarks and measurement tools from Table 3 will 
generate a connection between the practices and the desired outcomes.  Furthermore, its 
use will facilitate a common understanding of context, vision and direction, and 
monitoring and adaptation.  It will increase the focus on stakeholder collaboration, 
accountability, and learning in order to identify results and successes. As demonstrated in 
Figure 7, the framework presents a cyclical iterative process to allow stakeholders to 
monitor each goal by using each practice.  The integrated approach to monitoring the 
change process should also focus on learning and adaptation to reflect the theoretical and 
leadership framework used throughout this Organizational Improvement Plan.  O’Hara et 
al. (2007) state that a focus on reflective thinking and learning processes could better 
support long-term system changes and better support overall organizational strategies   
The process of evaluating and measuring is important in the institutionalization 
stage of the change process.  It will help to create awareness to the impact and outcomes 
of the change and how it will improve alignment and coherence in program delivery.  It 
will also bring attention to actions and strategies that may require some modifications or 
corrective measures in order to be more effective (Cawsey et al., 2016).  This awareness 
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can also be used to create or enhance a culture of learning and collaboration for academic 
and campus leaders who will come to recognize the benefits of working collaboratively 
towards a common direction (Buller, 2016).   
Information gathered for monitoring and evaluating the change process will be 
useful to communicate the benefits and milestones throughout the process (O’Hara et al., 
2007).  The next section details the communications phases and strategies that will be 
applied throughout the implementation plan. Sharing results and achievements and the 
overall progress of the change process assessed during evaluation and monitoring will 
help academic and campus leadership gain a better understanding of the impacts and 
outcomes of the changes.  
Plan to Communicate the Need for Change and the Change Process 
The need to communicate will be crucial throughout the implementation process.  
As outlined in Appendix A, communication efforts are made at every stage of the 
implementation plan.  The following section details a plan to build awareness of the need 
for change, the change process and progress.  One significant factor that will be 
considered in the development of the communication strategies and actions for this 
Organizational Improvement Plan is that College X is a multi-campus institution with 
teams dispersed across a large geographical region.  This will also be addressed in this 
section.    
Communication Phases 
Cawsey et al. (2016) describes the communication change in four phases, which are 
adapted from Klein’s (1996) Management communication strategy for change model:  1) 
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prechange; 2) developing the need for change; 3) midstream change; and 4) confirming 
the change (as cited in Cawsey et al., 2016).  Figure 8 illustrates the communication 
phases that are integrated in the implementation plan detailed in Appendix A.     
 
Figure 8.  Communications phases for change implementation plan.  Adapted from 
Cawsey et al. (2006) “Communication Needs for Different Phases in the Change 
Process” for the implementation of the CCA Leadership Framework. 
 
The different communication phases, as outlined in Figure 8 may need to be 
repeated and reframed depending on the audience and the change phase (Kotter, 2012). 
The focus in the prechange phase is on communicating the importance and need for 
alignment and coherence in program delivery to senior management and campus leaders.  
Not every campus leader may see the need for change or the challenges around alignment 
and coherence in program delivery (Buller, 2015; Cramton, 2001).  
The second phase, developing the need for change, is focused on communicating the 
desired goals and outcomes as well as the steps and processes of the implementation of 
the CCA Leadership framework.  This will allow me to clearly demonstrate the rationale 
Prechange
•Communicate the 
importance and 
need for alignment 
and coherence in 
program delivery to 
senior management 
team and campus 
leadership 
•Communicate the 
vision for change 
and benefits  to gain 
buy-in and support.
Developing the 
need for change
•Communicate the 
desired goals and 
outcomes, and 
present the 
implementation plan 
and process toward 
the CCA Leadership 
framework.
Midstream change
•Increase 
opportunities for 
internal stakeholders 
to provide feedback 
and ask questions
•Offer regular 
updates on progress 
and results
•Offer new 
opportunities for all 
stakeholders to be 
engaged.
Confirming the change
•Communicate 
results and successes 
around the 
implementation of 
the CCA Leadership 
framework to 
internal and external 
stakeholders.  
•Communicate 
framework as a 
model for 
continuous 
improvement 
focused on the 5 
practices.
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and details of the need for change in order to gain buy-in and support throughout the 
process (Cawsey et al., 2016; Buller, 2015).  During the midstream change phase, 
communication will help inform stakeholders about the progress; it will help them 
understand the impact of this change on their work and it will provide an increase in 
opportunities for them to provide feedback, to ask questions and to be suggest new ideas. 
Communication must be done throughout all stages of the implementation process, all the 
while adapting messages, methods and timing for the various audiences (Cawsey et al., 
2016).  Ensuring clear messaging that is understood across campuses and departments is 
important.  The history and organizational structure of College X must be considered in 
the communication methods and messages.  It will be equally important to understand the 
history of change efforts within the organization.  Such notions will ensure that 
communication efforts are interpreted similarly across campuses and departments.  They 
will again afford opportunities for feedback and questions as each stakeholder may feel 
and see differently about the impacts and results from the change (Napier et al., 2017).  
The final communication phase is to confirm the change; it will focus on 
communicating and celebrating the successes around the implementation of the 
framework to internal and external stakeholders. This phase is also focused on viewing 
the change process and outcomes as a whole (Cawsey et al., 2016) which will serve to 
communicate the framework as a model for continuous improvement. 
These communication phases are considered throughout the communication plan 
outlined in the next section.  They demonstrate the need for timely information and 
regular communications across the implementation plan and will help academic and 
campus teams with the change process (Cawsey et al., 2016).   
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Communication Plan 
The following communication plan (see Table 4) outlines the activities, timelines 
and target audiences for the implementation plan.  These activities are reflected in the 
implementation plan found in Appendix A.  The communication plan takes into account 
both the phases outlined in the previous section (see Figure 8) and the process outlined in 
the implementation plan (see Appendix A).  It details the various activities and strategies 
that will be used to communicate with all stakeholders.   
Table 4 
Communication Plan 
Description Frequency Method Audience 
Kickoff meeting: presentation of 
need for change, strategy and 
solution for change, overview of 
implementation plan and process 
Once In-person 
meeting 
Campus directors, 
academic managers, 
VPA 
Terms of reference for 
implementation committee (AMC), 
determine mandate, roles, priorities 
Once Meeting and 
email 
Academic management 
committee 
Presentation to senior management 
team 
Quarterly Presentation 
and email 
Dean, senior team 
Presentation to academic teams 
across campuses 
Quarterly Presentation Academic and campus 
leaders, all faculty, other 
departments 
Feedback sessions – in 
person/synchronous 
Annually Meeting   Smaller groups, by 
campus or program 
Feedback session – asynchronous Ongoing Platform and 
email 
All internal stakeholders 
Annual end of year meeting: return 
on previous year’s actions and 
results 
Annual In-person 
meeting 
Dean, campus directors, 
academic managers, 
VPA 
Launch information platform; 
regular updates on available 
information 
Ongoing Email, 
meeting,  
All internal stakeholders 
Invitation for community of 
practice 
Once Email, meeting All internal stakeholders 
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Launch community of practice; 
recognition of participants 
Ongoing Presentation All internal stakeholders 
Launch CCA leadership framework 
and network improvement 
community 
Once Meeting All internal stakeholders 
Communicate changes and results Monthly Email/platform 
or meeting 
All internal stakeholders 
Communicate framework and 
results externally (promoting 
alignment and coherence) 
Annually Program 
advisory 
committees; 
community 
stakeholder 
meetings 
External stakeholders 
(community and industry 
partners) 
 
The communication plan outlined in Table 4 details each activity, its frequency, 
method and audience for the implementation process. The next section examines the 
guiding questions emerging from the challenges around alignment and coherence of 
program delivery across campuses and departments which were introduced in Chapter 1.  
These guiding questions will frame the messaging throughout the communication plan. 
Guiding questions for the communication plan.  In Chapter 1, I explored a 
number of guiding questions emerging from the problem of practice.  Through my initial 
examination of the challenges around alignment and coherence, I identified some 
questions connected to this problem.  In framing the need for change and in building 
awareness of the vision for change, these questions will guide the discussion and focus 
key messaging.   
One of the questions stemming from the leadership practices is: what academic 
leadership practices could be improved or introduced in order to increase the likelihood 
of alignment and coherence of program delivery across campuses? This question provides 
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an opportunity to build on the foundations of theoretical framework and the leadership 
practices.   
A second question focuses on a systems thinking process: how will the academic 
and campus leaders work toward creating a common understanding of interconnections 
and interrelations between departments and campuses and create shared goals and 
expectations around academic programs?  This question is also integrated with the 
implementation plan goals and priorities. It provides an opportunity to discuss the 
benefits and the intentionality to understand and recognize the interconnections and 
interrelations.  While academic and campus leaders may generally understand that 
connections exist across campuses and departments, they will benefit from clear 
communication of examples that demonstrate their importance.  These should also reduce 
assumptions and allow an exploration of perceptions and values (Davis et al., 2015).  
The communication plan (see Table 4) can also address the following questions or 
similar types of questions: how can the academic and campus leaders engage, involve and 
ensure that expectations and common goals are understood and will be achieved by all 
teams and campuses? And, how can teams work collaboratively, within the scope of their 
responsibilities while ensuring that decisions are made according to policies and 
procedures? How is information best shared across all campuses?  While these are also 
part of the implementation plan, they will guide the discussions and allow all 
stakeholders to address the problem, contribute to solutions and engage in the strategies.  
The exchanges will increase the likelihood that academic and campus teams recognize 
and appreciate connections between the change process and their individual roles and 
influence (Buller, 2015).   
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The guiding questions will be important to frame the message and outline key areas 
of focus throughout the communication plan.  In doing so, consideration must be given to 
the geographical distances that separate College X’s campuses in diverse communities 
across Ontario. This is addressed in the following section.  
Communication across Regionally Dispersed Campuses  
College X’s multiple campuses across a large territory create a particular challenge 
for communicating change or all information-sharing (Cramton, 2001). Opportunities for 
open dialogue and exchanges between campuses and departments are crucial to the 
success of this change process.  Cramton (2001) explains that dispersed organizations 
such as College X must focus on communication strategies that reflect an awareness of 
the realities and challenges around communication across campuses.  These strategies 
impact collaboration, relationship dynamics, the understanding of each other’s 
interpretation of information, and the “shared social reality” (Cramton, 2001, p. 350).   
Challenges in communicating between campuses could result in the following 
problems: 1) failure to communicate and retain contextual information; 2) uneven 
distribution of information; 3) difficulty communicating and understanding the salience 
of information; 4) difference in speed or access to information; and 5) difficulty 
interpreting the meaning of silence (Cramton, 2001).  Since my problem of practice 
centres on alignment and coherence across multiple campuses, the challenges around 
communicating, sharing of information, and collaborating are certainly substantial 
components which could influence the success of the change process.   
Cramton (2001) recommends that in the change process, all members receive the 
same information, that they resist making assumptions so that they become aware of 
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systems thinking processes and approaches. Furthermore, it will be important to 
recognize all stakeholders’ biases and potential lack of understanding of actual or 
perceived differences.  Therefore, in communicating information and discussions, it will 
be prudent to address these additional barriers in communications and to work 
collaboratively in order to minimize their impact in the change process. 
The focus for Chapter 3 was to develop a plan to implement, monitor and evaluate 
as well as to communicate the proposed changes in order to strengthen academic 
leadership practices to improve alignment and coherence of program delivery across 
campuses and departments.  The implementation of this plan (see Appendix A), and the 
integration of the CCA Leadership Framework provides the strategy to support a 
cohesive and collaborative approach to program delivery across campuses and 
departments.  The next section examines future considerations and possible next steps in 
using this framework more broadly throughout the college.  
Next Steps and Future Considerations 
The scope of this Organizational Improvement Plan was to address the challenges 
around alignment and coherence of program delivery for academic programs under my 
responsibility.  Other programs and services are offered across campuses and may benefit 
from the use of the plan’s practices.  While this is outside of my scope of responsibility, 
expanding the leadership model to other departments or to a college-wide model may 
increase the likelihood of institutionalizing collective leadership.  A systems-level model 
could support the various programs and services across all campuses and departments as 
a possible next phase of this Organizational Improvement Plan.  Another future 
consideration for using the CCA leadership framework is to expand its use with faculty 
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and students. Although the framework is not limited to formal and positional leadership, 
the focus of the implementation plan was to enhance leadership practices between 
academic and campus leaders.  In order to increase learning and innovation, it must 
become part of the organizational culture and values (Schein, 2017).  Expanding the 
framework to consider all team members would be beneficial and could focus on 
developing new innovative teaching models and initiatives. 
O’Hara et al. (2007) states that some leadership models are more leader-centric 
and focus on enhancing the individual leadership competencies instead of seeing the 
opportunities for systemic application.  And while these models may provide successful 
results for individual leaders, they would not benefit learning and innovation across the 
organization if they are not applied more broadly.  Additionally, the development of a 
network improvement community was integrated into the plan as a way to ensure 
continuity in the use of the framework.  These professional networks are specifically 
focused on building capacity across contexts, increasing collective knowledge and 
improving effectiveness of processes and systems across complex institutions (Dolle, 
Gomez, Russel, & Bryk, 2013).  My hope is that once this newly implemented network is 
in place, it will create momentum to build and expand the learning and innovation that 
takes place at College X.  
Buller (2015) states that in order to bring meaningful change, it should result in 
creating a systemic culture of change and innovation that is felt and lived throughout the 
institution.  Leadership is more than simply an act of decision-making and authority 
(Kezar, 2014) and will require higher education institutions such as College X to focus on 
a systemic and collective approach to leading through building relationships and 
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collaborations, between teams, departments, campuses and institutions (Dailey-Hebert & 
Dennis, 2015). 
Organizational Improvement Plan Conclusion 
The implementation of the CCA leadership framework is the proposed solution 
and strategy to address College X’s challenges around alignment and coherence of 
academic program delivery across campuses and departments. Throughout this 
Organizational Improvement Plan, I focus on solutions in order to improve academic 
leadership practices specifically for program delivery across campuses; practices that will 
hopefully contribute to developing a culture of learning and innovation within the 
academic department and across campuses.  This plan was developed through a 
theoretical framework that focuses on systems and complexity theories and through 
adaptive, distributed and systems thinking leadership approaches.   
The leadership practices found in this Organizational Improvement Plan were 
integrated in order to improve and develop a systems thinking, collective approach to 
leading academic teams and I hope it can offer results that demonstrate the benefits of a 
more inclusive and collaborative approach to leadership.  The CCA leadership framework 
reflects a holistic approach to support leadership practices that can be applied to 
individual problems of practice, as it is used in this change process, but can also be 
expanded as a collective leadership framework to support interdisciplinary and complex 
units and organizations.   
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Appendix A – Implementation Plan 
 
Solution for Change: A leadership approach that strengthens and enhances leadership practices which increases collaboration and systems thinking 
across campuses. 
 
Strategy for Change: Develop and implement a cohesive and collaborative leadership framework that strengthens alignment and coherence of 
program delivery across campuses.  
Goals/Priorities Implementation Process Implementation 
Issues/Limitations  
Supports/Resources 
 
Stakeholders/ 
Personnel 
Timeline 
Awakening  
Create awareness 
of the importance 
of alignment and 
coherence of 
program delivery 
across campuses  
 
 
  
Kickoff meeting to explain 
plan to integrate a 
collaborative leadership 
framework 
 
Create academic leadership 
committee to implement plan 
 
Determine meeting schedules, 
frequency, terms of reference 
(purpose, priorities, etc.) 
 
Discuss existing assumptions, 
challenges, perceptions. 
 
 
 
 
Identify communication tools, 
milestones and strategies to 
Challenge of finding 
common time to meet, 
particularly for in person 
activities 
 
 
 
 
Requires stakeholder 
interest and commitment 
to participate in meetings 
and activities  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Currently limited to 
existing tools and 
platforms, not yet 
Travel expenses: 10K 
One in person 
meeting- 10 people x 
1 000$)   
 
 
 
 
Webconferencing 
tool: no cost, system 
in place 
 
Human resources: no 
additional cost; within 
regular salaried work 
time and duties 
Dean (myself) 
Campus directors, 
academic managers 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Committee members, 
dean’s academic officer 
Summer 2020 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Monthly 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fall 2020 
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share information about the 
project 
 
 
Communicate plan, goals and 
strategies to faculty, support 
staff and relevant departments 
(Registrar, continuing 
education)  
considering additional 
resources for information-
sharing 
Must find opportunities to 
also include part-time 
faculty 
  
 
Committee members, 
VPA, faculty (full-time 
and part-time), support 
staff, registrar, 
Continuing education, 
HR 
 
 
 
Fall 2020 
(reading week 
academic 
faculty 
meeting) 
Create a common 
understanding of 
interconnections 
and interrelations 
between campuses 
 
Clarify and document roles 
and responsibilities (between 
dean, directors, academic 
managers, academic officers, 
coordinators, faculty) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Determine opportunities for 
open meetings to include all 
stakeholders in order to 
receive feedback and 
additional information.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Must include college-wide 
stakeholders in this 
process as it will have an 
influence over their 
departments. 
 
Must agree on language 
and interpretation of 
common terms and 
processes 
 
 
Challenge could be in 
focusing the discussion on 
goals.  Need to clearly 
communicate meeting 
objectives and ways to 
share information. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Webconferencing, 
shared documents 
through Google or 
Onedrive (no cost) 
Project committee; 
VPA; HR Director, 
other Deans 
 
No additional financial 
resources required. 
 
Webconferencing for all 
meetings: no cost. 
 
 
 
Faculty, support staff 
Fall 
2020/Winter 
2021 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
At least once 
per term 
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Mobilization 
Develop and 
commit to a shared 
vision for program 
delivery 
Determine key priorities, 
direction for annual priorities, 
identifying key challenges 
and opportunities around 
alignment and coherence and 
implement  
 
 
 
 
 
 
In-person meeting with 
committee, coordinators and 
academic supports staff to 
engage, involve all 
stakeholders in creating a 
shared vision and common 
goals.  
 
Return on the previous year’s 
actions and results, determine 
need for re-alignment, new 
priorities, challenges 
 
Offer opportunities for 
feedback and contribution – 
through additional 
webconference meeting 
 
Determine milestones, clearly 
outline benefits and results; 
Must recognize alignment 
to college’s priorities and 
strategies for the next year.  
Ensure that the common 
vision aligns with senior 
management expectations 
and priorities (particularly, 
strategic plan, Strategic 
mandate agreement) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Travel expenses (15K) 
(15 people x 1000$) 
Project committee 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Project committee, 
coordinators, academic 
support staff 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Open to all academic 
team and relevant 
department teams 
(registrar, HR, finance) 
Winter 2021 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
May-June 2021 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
June to 
September 2021 
 
 
 
 
Fall 2021 
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communicate information to 
all stakeholders 
 
 
 
Provide and expand on 
electronic platform or 
communication tool to offer 
regular updates and feedback. 
 
 
 
 
 Winter - Fall 
2022 
Acceleration 
Integrate an 
information-
sharing process 
and interactive 
tools for sharing, 
collaborating, 
accessing 
information, 
Standard of 
practice, sharing 
ideas, reflections 
and questions 
 
Develop community of 
practice: for leadership team 
and for academic teams 
 
Develop information-tool for 
program details (mapping, 
outcomes) 
 
Receive feedback from all 
stakeholders 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Develop electronic platform 
that is shared and accessible 
to centralize information, 
collaborate and contribute 
 
 
 
Plan to have professional 
development budget 
include CoP for part-time 
faculty 
 
May take some time for 
active participation.  Must 
see value and benefits for 
faculty to be engaged. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Existing tools could be 
used for collaboration and 
information-sharing but 
must be accessible and 
user-friendly 
Human resources: 
allocate approx.: 1h 
per week for academic 
leaders and 
coordinators, .5h per 
week (to start) for 
full-time faculty. (cost 
is integrated in their 
current salary) 
 
Part-time faculty: 
offer 2h per term for 
community of practice 
(40 people x 2h @ 
25$) 
 
 
Cost to expand of 
existing platform to 
offer centralized and 
interactive tool: initial 
cost 10K 
 
 
Academic leadership 
team, coordinators, 
faculty, academic 
support team 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IT department, Teaching 
and Learning Centre 
Fall 2022 – 
Winter 2023 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fall 2022-
Winter 2023 
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Training on Community of 
Practice, develop guides and 
set clear goals and expectation 
 
 
Communicate regularly how 
to access information; 
presentation to all new team 
members (including part-time 
faculty) 
To be combined 
within allocated hours 
per term: no additional 
cost. 
 
 
 
 
 
On-going 
Institutionalization 
Measure and 
assess the change 
process and 
progress 
 
 
 
 
Develop Network 
Improvement 
Community (NIC) 
to address other 
PoP and 
continuous 
improvement 
activities 
 
Annual year-end postmortem 
(review)  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Integrate with other 
planned activities to 
minimize travel and 
meeting time 
 
 
 
 
No additional cost 
(combined to other 
activities) 
 
 
 
 
 
Human resources: 
allocate approx.: 1h 
per week for academic 
leaders and 
coordinators, .5h per 
week (to start) for 
full-time faculty. (cost 
is integrated in their 
current salary) 
 
Part-time faculty: 
offer 4h per term NIC  
(40 people x 4h @ 
25$) 
 
Project committee 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Deans, campus 
directors, academic 
managers, coordinators, 
faculty, support staff 
Annual (May-
June 2021, 
2022+) 
 
 
 
 
 
Winter 2023- 
ongoing 
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Implement 
cohesive 
leadership 
framework  
Review and analyze data and 
results from previous two 
years, assess changes and 
need to realign in order to 
institutionalize the use of the 
framework as a practical and 
useful approach to academic 
leadership at College X. 
 
Include practices introduced 
in the first phases of the 
implementation plan and 
demonstrate the benefits of 
the holistic approach provided 
by the cohesive leadership 
framework. Involve all 
stakeholders to ensure it 
becomes an integrated part of 
all academic practices across 
campuses. 
 
Demonstrate its alignment 
and benefits to support the 
college’s organizational 
strategies and priorities. 
 
Integrate into new academic 
leadership orientation training 
and coaching  
 
Expand/transform the role of 
the project committee to 
become a network 
improvement community. 
Monitoring and evaluation 
tools in place will need to 
consider gathering data on 
each phase of the 
implementation plan but 
additionally in order to 
support or to provide 
recommendations to 
realign the cohesive plan.  
Each phase within the first 
two years can provide data 
that can be used to 
improve the likelihood of 
success of the 
implementation of the 
cohesive leadership 
framework expanding the 
use for alignment and 
coherence in program 
delivery. 
  Summer 2023  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fall 2023 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
As needed 
 
 
 
Potential phase 
2 (winter 2024) 
 
 
 
 
